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John G. O'Connor, Eane.
Charles P. Kennedy, Malvern.
Frank Maida, Port Eennedy.
Elmer A. Carvell, Rothsville.
Wayne E. Wildonger, SBouderton,
Anna Smith, Starjunction,
Carl A. Shollenberger, Tyrone.
SOUTH CAROLINA
William L. Antley, Ellcree.
TEXAS
Texas R. Flaniken, Freeport.
WASHINGTON
Willlam T. Harmon, Bong.
Eula Hedin, Eennydale.
Ralph Nelson, Raymond.
WEST VIRGINIA
Merriman 8. Smith, Bluefield.
WISCONSIN
Leo E. Offord, Deerfield.
Frederick C. Thacker, New Glarus.
Carleton J. Rubin, Fortage,
Edward J. Ikert, Rockland.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

TuurspAY, May 11, 1950

The House met at 12 o’clock noon, and
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore, Mr. McCORMACK.

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Bras-
kamp, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

Almighty God, may this be a day when
we shall be blessed with a clear and
commanding vision of the glorious enter-
prise of building Thy kingdom of right-
eousness and peace upon this earth.

Fill us with a passion to heal our heart-
broken and fear-ridden world of the
malady of hatred and war. Show us
how we may lead all mankind into a
nobler and more humane social order.

May we not be discouraged and allow
our faith to become eclipsed by doubt
and despair. Grant that with increasing
tenacity of purpose we may lay hold of
the glad assurance that the spirit of the
Prince of Peace shall prevail everywhere.

In His name we pray. Amen,

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE CLERK OF
THE HOUSE

‘The SPEAEKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following communica-
tion from the Clerk of the House:

May 9, 1950,
The Honorable the SrEAKER,
House of Representatives.
81r: A certificate of election in due form of
law, showing the election of the Honorable
Epwarp J. RoBesonN, JRr., a8 a Representative=-
elect to the Eighty-first Congress from the
First Congressional District of the Common-
wealth of Virginia, to fill the vacancy caused
by the death of the Honorable Schuyler Otis
Bland, is on file in this office.
Very truly yours,
R. ROBERTS,
Clerk of the House of Representatives.

SWEARING IN OF MEMBER

Mr. ROBESON appeared at the bar of
the House and took the oath of office.

EPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. PATMAN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 20 min-

AUTHENTICATED

U.S. GOVERNMENT

INFORMATION
GPO

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

utes today following the legislative pro-
gram and any special orders heretofore
entered.

COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS

Mr. PATMAN. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Texas?

There was no objection,

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, as the
House sponsor o the Employment Act of
1946 and as a member of the Joint Com-
mittee on the Economic Report, I have
watched with great interest the work of
the Council of Economic Advisers during
the 314 years of its existencs,

It is therefore exceedingly gratifying
to learn that President Truman has des-
ignated Mr. Leon H. Keyserling as Chair-
man of the Council. Mr. Eeyserling's
work at the Council of Economic Advis-
ers since its inception has contributed
to a new and better understanding of the
nzed for an expanding economy and for
a more wholesome relationship between
business dnd government.

No Member of Congress who has been
associated with Mr. Keyserling during
his many years in the Government can
fail to recognize his unusual competence
and his comprehensive grasp of all sub-
jeets with which he has been concerned.

But what should make Members of
Congress particularly happy about Mr.
Eeyserling’s designation as Chairman of
the President’s Economic Council is his
unfailing attitude of helpfulness toward
the members of committees of Congress.
It has been my observation and that of
my colleagues that, when called upon for
information, testimony, or technical
assistance by any Member of Congress
regardless of party or ideology, Leon
Keyserling has always responded in a
helpful and cooperative manner, It is
only by such an attitude on the part of
the Council of Economic Advisers that
the Employment Act of 1946 can be suc-
cessful. This is the only way that our
form of government can work.

I am also glad to learn of the appoint-
ment of Dr. Roy Blough as the third
member of the Council. Mr, Blough is
a distinguished economist from the Uni-
versity of Chicago who has gained a
great deal of practical experience dur-
ing his service with the Bureau of Tax
Research of the Treasury Department.
Mr. Blough's appointment gives assur-
ance that the Council now constitutes a
rounded group of economists and offers
the prospect of ever-increasing service
to the Nation.

IFOUSE COMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE
QUESTIONABLE TRADE PRACTICES
Mr. MACY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-

imous consent to address the House for

1 minute and to revise and extend my

remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr, MACY. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
report to the Members of the House that
the last perjury case arising out of testi-
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mony before the House Committee of the
Eightieth Congress to Investigate Ques-
tionable Trade Practices has been dis-
posed of satisfactorily.

As you know, that Committee, of which
I was chairman, investigated, among
other things, the gray merket in steel
which flourished during 1248. In this
connection we looked into the activities
of the Wayne Sheet Steel Co. of Detroit,
Mich. Because of the nature of the
testimony under oath of William Voisine,
owner of the company, and Edward
Sauve, his manager, we referred the mat-
ter to the Department of Justice for ap-
propriate action. As a result, Voisine
was convicted of perjury on April 3, 1950,
after a trial in the United States Dis-
trict Court for the District of Columbia,
and received a sentence of 8 months to
2 years in a Federal penitentiary. On
May 4, 1950, Edward Sauve entered a
plea of guilty in the same Court to a
charge of perjury before a congressional
committee and received a sentence of 4
months to 2 years. As far as I can de-
termine, this is the first time any defend-
ant so indicted has elected to plead
guilty to such a charge.

I cannot help but feel that these and
other recent convictions which have
been obtained by the United States At-
torney’s office will materially assist con-
gressional committees in their investi-
gations, There will be far less likeli-
hood that any witness will attempt to
mislead a committee or attempt to inter-
fere with or delay it in the exercise of its
proper functions if it is abundantly clear
from the vigorous prosecutions in the
past that perjurious testimony or con-
tumacious conduct will not be tolerated.

1, therefore, respectfully and earnestly
suggest that the chairmen of all investi-
gating committees, who have not already
done so, arrange for the United States
Attorney, Mr. George Morris Fay, to ad-
vise them, which I am sure he will be
only too glad to do, of the legal techni-
calities laid down by the courts, which
must be observed by a congressional
committee if a case of perjury or con-
tempt is to be successfully prosecuted.

The proper handling of all cases of
this nature can be insured by a little ad-
vance preparation and, in my opinion,
this manner of protecting the dignity of
congressional investigating committees
and increasing the effectiveness of their
work is well worth the small effort re-
quired.

May I also bespeak the courtesy of our
eminent majority leader, the Speaker
pro tempore of today, the Honorable
JoaNn W. McCorMmack, in sending me
earlier this week with a little note the
Georgetown Law Journal which, in a re-
view of legislative committees on page
350, said:

The Macy committee of the Eightieth
Congress is a happy example of the order-
liness and effectiveness of this procedure.

I do not take this as a personal com-
pliment but as a compliment to my dis-
tlnggished colleagues on the Committee
and in the House who accorded us at all
times unanimous support.

FLOODS IN NEBRASKA

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
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for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Nebraska?

There was no objection,

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
call attention to the disastrous floods
that have been occurring in southeast
Nebraska. A number of lives have been
lost and there has been great loss of
property. The following telegram sets
forth some of the known losses at this
time:

LincorN, NEBR.
Re southeast Nebraska flood, May 8, 1950.
Hon. CarL T. CURTIS,
House of Representatives:

Beventeen known dead to date in following
counties: Eight in Lancaster, five in Otoe,
three in Nemaha, one In Cass. At least five
still missing in Otoe and Nemaha Counties.
Lancaster County deaths all result of cars
washing from Highway No. 77 south of Lin-
coln. American Bus Lines bus swept from
Highway No. 2 Into Little Nemaha River near
Syracuse, Otoe County. Three occupants of
bus saved, two bodies recovered, three still
missing. Remaining fatalities result of cars
washed from highways.

Result of flooding of Salt Creek in Lincoln
estimated $200,000 damage to industries, plus
most extensive residence damage since 1908.
As yet unestimated. Total Lancaster County
bridge and road damage estimate $150,000.
Railroad tracks washed out, extensive soil
erosion, fence, farm buildings, and livestock
loss in Lancaster, Saline, Gage, Johnson,
Otoe, and Nemaha Counties. Residence and
business damage reported to date in Syra-
cuse, $105,000; Unadilla, $50,000; Dunbar, 12
houses and rallroad station; Crete, $25,000;
property damage Gage County estimated over
half million dollars, result of Blue River
flooding. Two hundred thousand dollars’
damage in Auburn, mostly due to tornado.
Water supplies In De Witt, Nebr.,, and
Weeping Water contaminated, and mass in-
oculation against typhoid started. Na-
tional Guard, Red Cross, State, and local
authorities all assisting.

C. M. PIERSON.

These floods occurred on the Blue
River, on Salt Creek, the Nemaha Rivers
and other creeks and streams.

On several occasions I have appeared
before the Flood Control Committee in
connection with the local flood-control
works at Beatrice, Nebr. The commit-

. tees of the House and Senate were un-

_able to take action because the report on
the Kansas River, in which the Beatrice
and Hubbell, Nebr., local projects are car-
ried, had not reached the Congress prior
to their action on the recent flood-con-
trol bill. An Army engineers’ report is
in the process of being assembled but has
not reached Washington concerning the
Salt Creek flood problem. This is in re-
sponse to a resolution I infroduced some
years ago. I likewise introduced a reso-
lution for flood surveys on the Nemaha
Rivers but that report has nct yet been
officially transmitted to Congress so that
action could be taken.

Mr. Speaker, it is my hope that these
various reports can be expedited, that
flood-protection recommendations may
be worked out which are in accord with
the views of the local people and that
the necessary authorization act can be
considered. These steps are necessary

_ before any funds can be provided for
flood protection.
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COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN THE
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Subcommit-
tee on Government Operations of the
Committee on Expenditures in the Ex-
ecutive Pepartments be permitted to sit
during general debate today.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Virginia?

There was no objection.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to Mr. Passman, for
9 days (May 12 to May 20, inclusive) on
account of official business in Louisiana.

CHANGING HORSES IN MIDSTREAM

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and revise
and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, it would hardly be fair to accuse

the Secretary of State of getting us into

a third world war, but it might be fair
enough to say that he did not keep us
out of one, if we do get into one.

S0 I call the attention of the House to
that old, old statement that you “should
not change horses in the middle of the
stream.” Instead of waiting until we get
into this war, we just ought to change
horses now and get rid of Mr. Acheson
before we get into a war so that we will
not have that argument put up to us
later on when the war is on.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Illinois?

There was no objection.

[Mr. PricE addressed the House.
remarks appear in the Appendix.]

Mr, LOGGS of Louisiana. Mr, Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent to address
the House for 1 minute, and to revise
and extend my remarks and include cer-
tain editorials.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Louisiana?

There was no objection.

[Mr. Boagas of Louisiana addressed the

His

. House. His remarks appear in the

Appendix.]

INTEGRATION OF HEAVY INDUSTRY IN
GERMANY AND FRANCE

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. SIKES. Mr, Speaker, I second
what has been said and written about
the imporfance of the stand taken to-

6913

ward the integration of the heavy in-
dustries of Germany and France. I am
confident the free world will welcome the
rebirth of leadership being shown by the
great French nation. There can be no
lasting peace until western Europe learns
to work together. At long last, France is
helping to show the way for western Eu-
rope to work together. This proposal, if
earnestly and sincerely followed through,
may become one of the important steps
of our time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Florida has
expired.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. RAMSAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from West Virginia?

There was no objection.

[Mr, Ramsey addressed the House.
His remarks appear in the Appendix.]

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. LANE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House today for 10
minutes, following the legislative pro-
gram and any other special orders here-
tofore entered. .

IMPORTATION OF FOREIGN-MADE SHOES

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I am
greatly disturbed about the growing im-
ports of shoes coming into this country

‘from behind the iron curtain and com-

peting with our own American produced
shoes.

It is true that the well-being of many
communities in my section of the coun-
try depends upon the shoe and leather
industry, which employs thousands of
workers at high wages.

Today, in Boston stores and in stores
throughout Massachusetts and the Na-
tion, women’s shoes made in Czechoslo-
vakia are being offered to the public.

These shoes are shipped into the
United States from behind the iron cur-
tain and are sold to importers at prices
which are less than the American man-
ufacturer must pay for leather and other
materials and not allowing for the high
wages paid American workers.

There is no question but that every
pair of these Czechoslovakian shoes pur-
chased iz Liiis country, feeds good Amer-
ican dollars into Communist-dominated
areas, encourages and builds up totali-
tarian labor methods and undermines
American prosperity and the free labor
of our own shoe industry.

It is estimated by the trade that at
the present rate of imports, over a mil-
lion pairs of Czechoslovakian shoes will
come into this country in 1950. These
will be dumped here by an economy or-
ganized on totalitarian principles at be-
low the American costs of produation.
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In fact, some state that they can be sold
in American markets at half the price
of American-made shoes.

I think that Members of the House
will agree that this is a very serious
and alarming situation. I have strongly
protested it many times with appropriate
officials of this Government. It is un-
conscionable in my mind that it should
be permitted to continue when it can
be shown clearly that these imports, these
Soviet-dumped goods, constitute a direct
attack upon American labor, American
business and American prosperity.

I am again urging that these imports
be stopped at once in the national inter-
est and hope that Government officials
will move to this end at an early date.

Mr. KEARNEY, Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PHILBIN. I yield.

Mr. KEARNEY. I am very interested
to hear the gentleman speak as he has,
because we are having the same trouble
in our own district in the glove industry
in Fulton County.

Mr, PHILBIN. I think it applies to
many industries, and I am glad to have
the gentleman’s contribution.

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. Mr, Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PHILBIN. I yield.

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. Isnot the thing
which the gentleman complains about
right in line with the administration, the
very thing that is being done by the
Economic Administration every day,
flooding this country with foreign prod-
ucts and foreign metals? Is that not in
line with the policy of the administra-
tion?

Mr. PHILBIN. The distinguished gen-
tleman has put his finger on a very seri-
ous and grave condition, and I hope it
may soon be remedied.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PHILBIN. I yield.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I am glad the
gentleman has called this to the atten-
tion of the House, because the same sit-
uation exists in the pottery and glass in-
dustry in my own State.

Mr. PHILBIN. I thank the gentle-
man.

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Massa-
chuset’s [Mr. PaiLBIN] has expired.

PENNSYLVANIA'S FINANCES

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from California?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, my
friend, the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Ricu], frequently berates the Demo-
cratic administration for deficit spend-
ing, socialism, and confusion within the
Democratic Party.

I want to call to the attention of my
friend from Pennsylvania that all is not
serene in his home State.

In fact, Governor Duff issued a state-
ment last week in which he said that the

Mr. Speaker,
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boasted $200,000,000 surplus of his
predecessor, Governor Martin, was ac-
tually a $23,000,000 deficit.

I also note with interest that Governor
Duff’s administration has supported a
$500,000,000 bonus for veterans, but they
have not levied taxes to take care of this
obligation which was incurred over 6
months ago.

It therefore appears that the Repub-
lican Party administration in the State
of Pennsylvania is also resorting to deficit
financing.

Now as to confusion and dissension in
the Democratic Party, I am sure that my
friend obtains little comfort from the
situation of his own party in Penn-
sylvania.

In the April 3 issue of Newsweek,
there is a very interesting article on the
internecine Republican Party fight be-
tween Governor Duff and what the Gov-
ernor denounces as the “old guard reac-
tionaries in the Grundy machine.”

The article states that—

Last week Jim Duff was having the brawl of
his life. It was a brass-knuckle battle with
Pennsylvania's powerful Grundy machine,
fought under boom-town-barroom rules.
Everything went, including rabbit punching,
eye gouging, and kneeing in the clinthes.
Duff swore that he would smash the machine
into a heap of twisted junk. It was that, he
said, or else the machine would destroy the
Republican Party in Pennsylvania and na-
tionally.

So I say to my good friend, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania, whom I admire
for his unfailing service to his constitu-
ents and his frequent good-humored
chastisements of the Democratic Party,
“Save some of your energy and advice
for the benefit of the strife-ridden and
deficit-spending Republican Party in
Pennsylvania.”

PENNSYLVANIA POLITICS

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-~
man from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection,

Mr. RICH. Mr, Speaker, my colleague
from California very graciously notified
me in advance that he was going to say
something about Pennsylvania politics.
I want to say to him and to all Members
from other States that if they will leave
Pennsylvania alone we will wash our
own linen, We do not have to rely on
the Crump machine in Tennessee, the
Kelly-Nash machine in Chicago, the
Hague machine in New Jersey, the Cur-
ley machine in Massachusetts, or the
Pendergast machine in Kansas City, and
ask for any help from any of them. We
will do the job ourselves. To our own
satisfaction and to the honor of the Re-
publican Party and for the good of our
country, :

We have a contest up there in Penn-
sylvania and when we get through we
will support the Republican Party, who-
ever is nominated, because we believe
in the primary system. The fellow who
is nominated honestly by the majority of
our party we will support because we
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want good honest politics and good gov-
ernment. We believe in the two-party
system. When the two-party system in
this country fails, then we will not have
any Government at all. We are builders.
We are for a good government; we will
have it if Republicans have charge.

Mr. Speaker, watch the train that is
going out there to the West. Whenever
the President of the United States can
take a Tavror, knowing what a tailor
will do in manufacturing his suit, when
the time comes that he finds this suit
does not fit him, he will determine then
it has been wrong in the cut. The Demo-
crats fight one year and condemn each
other, then ride on the same train to-
gether in Idaho. Birds of a feather
should travel together, Toot-toot, the
train is off again. Whistle stop. Woo,
woo, woo. The President says all will get
a salary of $4,000 a year in sixty. He does
not say that if that happens by his in-
flation their eggs will not be 60 cents a
dozen, but $1.20 a dozen; bread 20 cents
a loaf to 50 cents a loaf; milk 20 cents
a quart to 45 cents a quart; a pair of
shoes made in America, $50 a pair, but
an imported pair of shoes, $15; and our
shoemakers out of a job. Let Pennsyl-
vania alone you other States. We will
elect good Republicans this fall. We are
sound Americans.

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr, WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I was
very much interested in the statement
made by my distinguished colleague
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Ricu] although
I was not surprised. The Republicans
in Pennsylvania have supported the Re-
publican ticket, but I am just wondering
what the Republicans will do this fall
when they hear played back over the
radio the things that the Republicans
have been saying about Republicans,

HAROLD E. STASSEN

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, T ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Minnesota?

There was no objection.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I hate
to join in this attack which may em-
barrass the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Rica].

Mr. RICH. The gentleman cannot
embarrass me.
thlvir McCARTHY. I am glad to know

at.

Mr. RANKIN. He is a gentleman
whom no compliment can flatter and no
criticism can embarrass.

Mr, McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, last
week the people of the United States
heard an ex ry speech. It was
extraordinary in its bitterness, it was
extraordinary in its irresponsibility and
also in its attempt to confuse the people
of the United States. It was all the
more extraordinary in that this bitter,
disrespectful, misleading, and irrespon-



1950

sible speech was made by a man who
is now president of the University of
Pennsylvania and one who himself has
sought the Presidency of the United
Btates.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr, Speaker, a
point of order. If that statement is
being made about a speech of the Pres-
;lldent of the United States, I must ob-
ect.

The SPEAEER pro tempore.
point of order is overruled.

Mr. McCARTHY. It is made in ref-
erence to a speech made by the presi-
dent of the great University of Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. Speaker, it is a cause of great
embarrassment to me as a citizen of
the State of Minnesota to admit that the
author of this address was at one time
the Governor of the State of Minnesota.
It is a cause of embarrassment to me as
a former member of the academic profes-
sion to see the president of a great
university show such lack of responsi-
bilty in a public address.

There is slight consolation in the fact
that Minnesota no longer claims Mr,
Stassen as a citizen. He is Pennsyl-
vania's responsibilly by adoption. And
to judge from a recent statement by
Governor Duff, Pennsylvania seems to
have discovered faults in its adopted son.
Referring to another recent statement
by Mr. Stassen, Governor Duff is quoted
by the Pittsburgh Sun-Telegraph as
declaring.

It 1s beyond belief to me that the presi-
dent of a university would make such a
completely false and misleading statement
to the people of this great State.

Governor Duff went on to say:

Mr. Stassen either knew what he sald was
false, and 1s, therefore, subject to the high-
est possible condemnation; or he failed to
get the facts, and as president of one of the
great universities of Pennsylvania, he had a
:tnstlnct obligation not to be a traitor to the

acts.

The

SHOE IMPORTATION

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Mr.
Speaker, I wish to commend the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. PrILBIn]
in the statement he has made about
shoes. As the Representative of 20,000
Endicott-Johnson shoe workers I wish
to object loudly to a proposal recently
made and introduced as a bill in this
House which will eliminate the Ameri-
can selling price as a basis for comput-
ing the duty on imported rubber foot-
wear. Such a proposal, if it is made law,
will throw many Endicott-Johnson work-
ers out of their jobs and will permit Jap-
anese shoes to be brought into this coun-
try for about 70 cents a pair, It will en-
able shoes made behind the iron curtain
to come into direct competition with
American shoes being made up in my
distriect. The American selling-price
method of computing the duty on shoes
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is the only possible way that rubber-
soled canvas oxfords and rubber-soled
footwear can be adequately produced by
American manufacturers. I think those
in the State Department and the Treas-
ury Department who are making these
proposals and bringing them in here in
the form of legislation had better think
about the welfare of the American shoe
industry before they do anything else.

If H R. 8304, the bill I am referring
to, is passed, the bars will be let down
to such an extent that shoes-made by
slave labor from iron-curtain vassal
states and also those produced in the
sweatshops of Japan will flood the mar-
kets of America in direct competition
with the products of American shoe-
workers who enjoy the highest wage
standard in the world.

This action can only result in the
crippling of the rubber-footwear indus-
try, with the accompanying loss of
thousands of jobs in these plants. This
action will force Americans, whose life
work consists of the skilled and time-
honored profession of building shoes, to
accept unemployment insurance and
eventually to seek unfamiliar lines of
endeavor.

Such action can only lead to disas-
trous results to our domestic rubber-
footwear industry.

OMNIBUS APPROPRIATION BILL

Mr. BIEMILLER. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

Mr. BIEMILLER. Mr. Speaker, there
is not a Member of this House who does
not believe in intelligent economy. The
Cannon amendment yesterday which I
supported, would have helped in that
direction. But I think that yesterday
was a very black day for the Government
services that the American people expect,
and for the Government employees
themselves. We were guilty, I think, in
this House, of meat-ax economy. We ask
for nothing but trouble when we apply
indiscriminate across-the-board cuts, I
refer specifically to the Taber amend-
ment and to the Jensen amendment,

I want to illustrate briefly with just
one type of service that will be greatly
hit as the result of our action if it is
allowed to stand by the other body. All
of us have been haranguing for the last
several years about the need for mod-
ernization of equipment in the Post
Office Department. We deplore the
ancient trucks that are still in use, and
the antiquated equipment of other sorts.
We all want better service for the Amer-
ican people. As the result of yester-
day’s action we have slashed by 10 per-
cent the funds available for moderniza-
tion of the Post Office Department.

Secondly, many of us have been re-
ceiving loud protests from the people in
our constituencies about the curtail-
ment of mail service that has been put
into effect by the Postmaster General.
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If the Jensen amendment is permitted
to stand you are now faced with this
situation, that if 10 carriers retire in
your distriet during the next year, only
1 new carrier may be appointed; only
1 vacancy may be filled. How are you
going to carry the mail under such cir-
cumstances? Better search your souls,
you gentlemen who voted for these
amendments.

THE RAILWAY STRIEE

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. Mr.
Speaker, we read that the President’s
train, by reason of special privilege, is
to be exempied from the operation of
the railway strike in that the Brother-
hoods have given instructions that there
is to be no strike or interference with
the President’s train. Of course, we are
glad to hear such courtesies extended to
the Chief of our Government, but at the
same time, by the acceptance of a favor
from one side of a controversy as against
the other side, does not the President
disqualify himself either as an impartial
mediator in his own person, or by reason
of having accepted a favor, can anyone
thereafter trust the President’s good
faith in a genuine effort to solve this
strike by which the millions of Ameri-
cans are inconvenienced, he himself hav-
ing accepted convenience in preference
to justice and impartiality?

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED, AND LEGIS-
LATIVE PROGRAM FOR NEXT WEEK

Mr., PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that today, following
the legislative program and any special
orders heretofore entered, the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. DeaNel be
permitted to address the House for 20
minutes and to revise and extend his
remarks,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Tennessee?

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Re-
serving the right to object, Mr. Speaker,
and I am not going to object, I simply
take this opportunity to ask the distin-
guished acting majority leader as to the
program for next week.

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I am very
happy to respond to the inquiry of the
distinguished minority leader,

The Consent Calendar will be called
on Monday, and following that will be
the consideration of the bill H. R. 5990,
relating to the Baltimore-Washington
Parkway.

On Tuesday the Private Calendar will
be called, followed by the consideration
of the bill H. R. 7058, which provides for
some technical amendments to the laws
with reference to the United States Naval
and Military Academies. Following the
disposition of that bill we will consider
H. R. 5074, a bill relating to the National
Advisory Committee for Aeronauties.
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On Wednesday the regular Memorial
Services of the House of Representatives
will be held.

On Thursday and Friday we hope to
consider some reorganization resolutions,
Following the disposition of any reor-
ganization resolutions that may be con-
sidered on either of those days, we will
take up for consideration H. R. 7941,
the Federal Aid Road Act.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I
thank the distinguished gentleman, and
withdraw my reservation of objection,
Mr. Speaker.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Reserv-
ing the right to object, Mr. Speaker, in
view of what has happened heretofore
in the House with reference to unani-
mous-consent requests and also the an-
nouncement of the various legislative
programs, I wish to give notice for my-
self and such other Members of the
House as may dcsire to avail themselves
of the privilege that I reserve the right
to call up any privileged resolutions or
motions which may be in order.

The SPFEAEKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Tennessee?

There was no objection.

TRAINING OF VETERANS UNDER SERVICE-
MEN'S READJUSTMENT ACT

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 447 and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That immediately upon the adop-
tion of this resolution it shall be in order to
move that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the consideration of the bill
(8. 2586) relating to education or training
of veterans under title IT of the Servicemen’s
Readjustment Act (Public Law 346, 78th
Cong., June 22, 1944). That after general
debate, wbich shall be confined to the
bill and continue not to exceed 1 hour, to
be equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs, the bill
shall be read for amendment under the 5-
minute rule. At the conclusion of the con-
sideration of the bill for amendment, the
Committee shall rise and report the bill to
the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted and the previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and
amendments thereto to final passage without
intervening motion except one motion to
recommit.

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. ALLEN] and now yield myself such
time as I may require.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution makes in
order the immediate consideration of the
bill (S. 2596) which relates to the educa-
tion and training of veterans under title
II of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act,
which was passed by the other body.

The rule provides for 1 hour of debate.

So far as I know, Mr. Speaker, there is
no objection to the immediate considera-
tion of the bill.

Mr, JOHNSON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LYLE. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON. Will the gentleman
kindly explain the provisions of the bill?
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Mr. TEAGUE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, LYLE. I yield.

Mr. TEAGUE. This bill writes into
permanent law what is now a regulation
and what has been put in the appropria-
tion bill for the last 3 years. It continues
the ban against avocational and recrea-
tional training and the ban against a
school taking veteran students, unless it
has been in operation for a year. It puts
into law a number of standards that the
President- recommended to the Congress
on February 13, 1950, concerning the
GI hill. ;

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LYLE. I yield.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Does the

passage of this bill mean that it will cost
more to operate and handle the program?

Mr, LYLE, Yes, it will cost a little
more.

Mr. TEAGUE. This bill will cost an
additional $2,300,000, according to the
Veterans’ Administration. That money
is to be used for the State approving
agencies to check the schools to see that
they are complying with the law. The
Veterans’ Administration and the Presi-
dent recommended that. My State ap-
proval agency tells me our inspection
service and on-the-job training and
farm training has gone down because no
additional money was included, but the
Veterans' Administration says it will
cost $2,300,000.

Mr. JOHNSON. In other words, all
the bill does is reduce to a statute the
practice that has been carried on under
their regulations.

Mr. “EAGUE. That is correct.

Mr. KEARNEY, Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, LYLE. I yield.

Mr, KEARNEY. I would like to be
clear in my own mind concerning which
particular bill is under discussion. Is it
Senate bill 2556?

Mr. LYLE. That is correct.

Mr. KEARNEY, It is my understand-
ing, Mr, Speaker, that while this com-
mittee has held no hearings on this par-
ticular bill, the testimony before the
Committee on Appropriations was to the
effect that if this bill passed, it would
cost $2,500,000,000 a year, is that correct?

Mr. TEAGUE. The Veterans’ Admin-
istration did testify that, but I wrote
them and asked them to explain how it
would cost that much. They said the
preamole of the bill destroyed the expira-
tion date of the GI bill. I wrote back to
the Veterans' Administration and asked
them to write an amendment which
would correct that. That amendment
will be offered.

I do not agree with the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration. I sent the bill to the legis-
lative reference service and asked them
for a report. They said there was noth-
ing in the bill which changed the expira-
tion date, but to be sure that there is
no doubt about it the amendment pre-

‘pared by the Veterans’ Administration

will be put in the bill.

Mr. EEARNEY. Is it the intention to
offer the House bill, H. R. 8465, as a
substitute?
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Mr. TEAGUE. Yes; I intend to offer
that as a substitute for the Senate bill
2596.

Mr. KEARNEY, If that is so, what
would be the difference in the cost of the
bill as it passed the Senate and the cost
of the proposed amendment?

Mr. TEAGUE. The gentleman from
New York [Mr. Kearwey] heard the
same testimony that I heard concerning
S. 2596, in executive session in our com-
mittee. At that time the Veterans' Ad-
ministration did not mention the expira-
tion date of the GI bill. It would not
change anything as pertains to the ex-
piration date of the GI bill.

Mr, KEARNEY. But as I get the pic-
ture it changes the figures in the Senate
bill from $2,500,000,000 to $2,500,000. If
that is so I am going to ask the question
now, How can we reconcile any differ-
ences in any conference committee be-
tween the sum of $2,000,000,000 and
$2,000,000?

Mr. TEAGUE. The gentleman from
New York knows that when the Senate
passed this bill there was no thought of
any such cost as that. The Veterans’
Administration came up with that figure
before the Appropriations Committee,
after they had testified before our com-
mittee. There was no Senator that ever
mentioned changing the expiration date
of the GI bill. There is no Senator who
will object to this amendment.

Mr. KEARNEY, YouunderstandIam
not criticizing my good friend from
Texas, because there is not a harder
worker on the Veterans’ Affairs Commit.-
tee than the geneleman from Texas, but
I do say that as far as this particular
legislation is concerned, as it stands now
I am opposed to it, for the simple rea-
son that we have never had any hearings
on this bill,

Mr, THOMAS. Mr, Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LYLE. I yield.

Mr. THOMAS. May I ask my col-
league from Texas this question. About
3 days ago, Mr. Lawton, the present

‘Director of the Bureau of the Budget,

sent to the Committee on Appropriations
covering the independent agencies a let-
ter stating that S. 2596 will cost an addi-
tional $1,000,000,000 a year. If my
memory serves me correctly, we appro-
priated for education and training for
the fiscal year 1950, $2,900,000,000. He
says this bill S. 2596 will cost an addi-
tional $1,000,000,000. I wonder if the
gentleman is prepared to break down at
this time the difference in cost of S. 2598
and H. R. 8465? I believe the gentleman
inter.ds to substitute H. R. 8465; is that
correct?

Mr. TEAGUE. Yes, sir. Does the
gentleman have a copy of H. R. 8465 be-
fore him?

Mr. THOMAS. Can the gentleman
break down the difference in cost and
give that more or less in round figures?

Mr. TEAGUE. I have not seen the
letter from Mr. Lawton, but I did read
the testimony before your subcommittee

‘where they said it would cost an addi-

tional $2,500,000,000.
Mr. THOMAS. That was the Director

of the Veterans’ Administration, General
Gray.



1950

Mr, TEAGUE. I, in turn, wrote to
them and asked them to explain where
that could possibly happen. They said
it was because of the preamble. There is
one section in H. R. 8465, section 4, that
contains the cost of $2,300,000.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield again?

Mr. LYLE. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON. Will the gentleman
again state how he feels assured that
in the event his substitute bill is passed
how we can be assured that in con-
ference they will not split the differ-
ence, or do something like that, and run
it into billions of dollar on this legisla-
tion.

Mr. TEAGUE. I will say to the gen-
tleman that there was no intent by the
people who passed this hill in the Senate
to change the expiration date of the GI
bill. AsfarasIam concerned,Iam sure
I can state for the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. Rankin] and the gentle-
woman from Massachusetts [Mrs.
Rocers] that we would not agree to any
such thing as that in conference.

Mr. JOHNSON. I am glad to have
that assurance.

Mr, KEARNEY, Will the gentleman
yield again?

Mr. LYLE. I yield.

Mr, KEARNEY, I bring up again my
original thought about a compromise.
How can you or any member of the con-
ference committee adjust the differences
between $2,000,000,000 and $2,000,000?

Mr. TEAGUE. If the gentleman from
New York introduced a bill by which he
intended to do something, and the
agency involved came back and said that
because of language that he had in the
bill, an amount that he had never
dreamed of, would be required, and he
wrote the agency and asked for an
amendment, would he worry about the
amount then?

Mr, EEARNEY. Well, I am particu-
larly worried about the amount in these
two bills, I will say very frankly to the
gentleman from Texas. I have here a
statement which I referred to previously
of the hearings before the Committee on
Appropriations. The chairman of the
subcommittee, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. THomAs] stated:

General Gray's figure was about $2,500,000,-
000 additional cost per annum. That would
make a total expenditure of over $5,000,000,-
000 a year if 8, 25696 goes through.

Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LYLE. I yield.

Mr. MASON. I want to know if this
changed expiration date is the thing that
changed the $2,000,000 to $2,000,000,000.

Mr. TEAGUE. That is it exactly; the
gentleman is correct.

Mr. MASON. Then if that change
in the expiration date is corrected it will
be approximately $2,000,000.

Mr. TEAGUE. Correct.

Mr. LYLE. Mr, Speaker, I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may need.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Illinois is recognized.
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Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
it seems to me obvious to everyone in this
room affer hearing the discussion here
that the committee themselves do not
agree on what the cost of this measure is
going to be. Some say $2,000,000; some
say $2,000,000,000; some say $5,000,000,-
000.

I personally am sorry that this bill is
here before the Congress under these
conditions, a bill on which they have had
no hearings. I have attempted to ob-
tain some information as to the provi-
sions, cost, and so forth, but have been
unable to do so. If this committee
wants to come in where they themselves
do not understand what is contained in
the bill and ask Congress to pass some-
thing like that, I just think it is bad
procedure.

Mr. TEAGUE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I yield.

Mr, TEAGUE. There have been no
specific hearings on this bill, but before
the Senate committee, before our Com-
mittee on Appropriations, before the
House Commiitee on Veterans' Affairs,
there have been hearings on this same
provision.

Mr. KEARNEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois, I yield.

Mr. EEARNEY. As a matter of fact,
is it not true that we adopted the hear-
ings of the other body with reference to
a bill we had on the floor here a short
time ago which caused quite a bit of
confusion? That was the 16,000-bed
hospital bill.

Mr., ALLEN of Illinois. That is true.
We do not know who appeared before
the Senate committee, we do not know
who appeared in opposition to the bill or
in favor of it; no one knows that.

Mr. TEAGUE. Most of the hearings
in the Senate were in executive session
of the Committee on Education and La-
bor and they heard representatives of
the Veterans’ Administration. There
were a number of conferences and my
colleague from Texas [Mr. THomas] can
verify this or tell whether it is true or
not, that there were conferences hetween
the Appropriations subcommittee and
the Veterans’ Administration trying to
work out the language of this bill; and
there were about 2 weeks of hearings
over in the Senate before the Committee
on Education and Labor. The bill was
reported out of the Senate committee
unanimously and passed by the Senate
unanimously.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Was the Di-
rector of the Budget brought down to
testify as to the cost of the bill?

Mr. TEAGUE. I do notrecall whether
there was a letter from the Director of
the Budget or not; there was one from
the Director of the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration.

Mr, EVINS. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, I think I can give him
a little helpful information.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I yield.

Mr. EVINS. General Gray does not
like this bill. General Gray, the Vet-
erans’ Administrator, is opposed to this
bill. He is opposed to any legislation

6917

that will tie his hands or that will re-
strict him in the issuance of regulations
from time to time in the administration
of this program, so General Gray is op-
posed to the bill. But the veterans of
the country want some standard set up
in the operation of the schools; the
school authorities themselves want some
standards set up whereby they can oper-
ate under some educational standards;
the veterans’ organizations see the need
for it; educators of the country see the
need for it. But General Gray doec not
want any law written in this Congress
which will tie his hands in the running
of the program. There is the opposition,

This is not a meney bill; this is a
belated setting up of standards and pre-
scribing of regulations. The language
of the bill incorporates 90 percent of the
law already on the books in the Eightieth
Congress. They did not include money
in the appropriation bill for avocational
and recreational training. In the first
session of the Eighty-first Congress the
same legislation was rewritten. Regula-
tions have been issued which are included
in this bill. So what I am trying to say
to the gentleman is, this is not a money
bill. This is a bill for setting up stand-
ards and regulations which are already
law and which are in effect.

Mr. JOHNSON. How did the Rules
Committee happen to give a rule on a bill
on which no hearings were held? Why
did the Rules Committee permit the bill
to come out?

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. They came to
the committee and said it was unani-
mously reported with the exception of
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr.
Rankin]. I do not believe he took an
active part. We were told trat the com-
mittee was unanimously for it with the
exception of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. RaNKIN].

Mr. JOHNSON. It developed before
the Rules Committee there had been no
hearings?

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Yes, and I was
opposed to it.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr., Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I yield to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. FLOOD. I concur in everything
the gentleman from Tennessee has said
with reference to this matter with one
exception. I went down to see General
Gray in reference to this particular leg-
islation, not the bill which the gentleman
from Texas is going to substitute but the
bill, 8. 2596, which I was under the im-
pression until about a minute or two ago
was the bill that would be before us today.

General Gray said to me: “I am the
Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs and I
will administer any bill that you send
down here. That is my job.”

He did not say he was for or against
this bill. I think General Gray is a sound
administrator, I think he means what
he says. Thisisthe House of Represent-
atives and if we send a bill down there
General Gray has said he will admin-
ister it. As a matter of fact, he will ad-
minister it whether he likes it or not, for
that matter. I do think in fairness to
the general I ought to say that he is not
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for or against the bill as he explained
to me in person.

Mr. EVINS. May I say that when
General Gray came before our commit-
tee in October of last year he asked the
committee and the Congress not to take
any action until he had an opportunity
to report to the Congress. He subse-
quently reported with a volume of some
200 pages, listing about 200 schools out
of the literally thousands throughout the
country in which he has found some
practices which are objectionable.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Here is what
most of us on the Rules Committee un-
derstood about the bill. It was to perfect
title II of the Service Readjustment Act.
There were a lot of these fly-by-night
schools that started up for recreational
purposes, teaching veterans how to dance
and so forth. In the Rules Committee
we thought this bill was to perfect title
II at a cost of about $2,000,000. Now we
learn it comes to $2,000,000,000 or $5,-
000,000,000. I will ask the gentleman
from Texas this question: Will this cost
two billion or two million? That is the
question I think will decide the issue.

Mr. TEAGUE. I will stake my life on
the fact it will cost $2,000,000 and not
$2,000,000,000.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I think that
answers the question as far as I am in-
dividually concerned, if the gentleman
says he is willing to stake his reputa-
tion on the fact it will cost $2,000,000. 1
do not want to see any more of these
fly-by-night schools all over the country
and if it is going to cost two, three, or
five billion dollars then naturally I think
we should oppose the hill.

Mr., TEAGUE. This bill was turned
over to the Legislative Reference Service
and they were requested to make a study.
May I read the last paragraph of Mr,
Griffith’s letter?

As we heve indicated at the outset, diffi-
culty has been experienced in evaluating
the objections raised by the Administrator
and the Solicitor, but the main decision to
be faced in the consideration of S. 2596, as
we see it, is whether Cong"ress shall ]egislate
and establish policy with regard to entitle-
ment of veterans to educational benefits or
leave this matter to the Administrator.
Bome of the objections raised appear to re-
late to provisions now found in the regula-
tions or instructions which are substantially
the same as those contained in the bill. The
natural conclusion is that these objections
are to establishment of these limitations by
legislation, thus precluding further admin-
istrative change.

Mr, ALLEN of Illinois. May I ask the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr, EvINs]
whether, in his opinion, this bill will cost
$2,000,000,0007

Mr. EVINS. No; it will not. I think
that by the adoption of these standards
and having some uniformity in the op-
eration of the schools it will bring about
some economy in its operation.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Let me ask the
gentleman from  Mississippi [Mr,
RankinN] what his opinion is in regard to
the cost of this bhill? X

Mr. RANKIN. Let me say to the gen-
tleman from Illinois that I opposed re-
porting out Senate bill 2596, The gen-
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tleman said a while ago, as I understood
him, that I was the only member of the
committee that opposed reporting it out.
The vote was 8 to 5. Only 13 members
voted on this bill, S. 2596. Now, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. TEaGUE] has a
substitute that he proposes to offer. I
have not gone over it as carefully as I
should. I have not had the time nor the
opportunity, but so far as Senate bill 2536
is concerned, as it passed the Senate, I
certainly would not support that meas-
ure under any consideration.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. What is the
opinion of the gentleman from New York
[Mr. KEARNEY] as to the cost?

Mr. KEARNEY. Well, I cannot give
any information nor can anybody else.
‘We have not had any hearings on it, so
how can we give any figures?

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mrs. WOODHOUSE asked and was
given permission to extend her remarks
and include an editorial.

Mr. ALBERT asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks and in-
clude an address by Mr. Eddie Menasco
at the Eastern Oklahoma Agricultural
and Mechanical College.

Mr, BARTLETT asked and was given
pr-mission to extend his remarks and
include an editorial.

Mr. BOLLING, Mr. RODINO, and Mr.
ADDONIZIO asked and were given per-
mission to extend their remarks.

Mr. BRYSON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in
three instances and include newspaper
clippings.

Mr. MULTER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in
three instances and include extraneous
madtter,

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR., asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in two instances and include addi-
tional matter including essays by a young
man and a young woman, winners of
awards given by the Veterans of Foreign
Wars in Philadelphia.

Mr. FENTON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
include a letter,

Mr. SIMPSON of Illinois asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks and include an editorial.

Mr. FARRINGTON asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.

Mr. TAURIELLO asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in
three instances and include extraneous
matter.

Mr. HELLER asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in eight
instances, in each to include extraneous
madtter.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks at the conclusion of the legislative
program and special order for the day.
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Mr. WIDNALL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
include a statement.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks.

Mr. LANE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter.

Mr. DELANEY asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
include an article that appeared in
America, by Hon. WALTER A. LYNCH,

Mr. HOLIFIELD asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
include an article from Newsweek Maga-
zine.

Mr. RICH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks and in-
clude an editorial from the Altoona
Tribune,

Mr. COUDERT asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and in-
clude a speech.

Mr. BIEMILLER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in
two instances and include extraneous
matter,

Mr. PATMAN asked and was given
permission to extend. his remarks and
include the text of President Truman's
speech delivered at Pendleton, Oreg., on
yesterday, on economic affairs.

Mr. SABATH asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in three
instances; to include in one a speech de-
livered by President Truman in Gales-
burg, Ill., day before yesterday, and in
one to include editorials appearing in the
Chicago Sun-Times.

PRINTING OF REVISED EDITION OF THE
BIOGRAPHICAL DIRECTORY OF THE
AMERICAN CONGRESS

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on House Ad-
ministration, I offer a privileged resolu-
tion (H. Con. Res. 182) and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows:

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That H, Con. Res.
163, adopted on July 26, 1946, providing for
the printing of a revised edition of the Bio-
graphical Directory of the American Con-
gress up to and including the Eightieth Con-
gress, be, and is hereby, rescinded, and that
in lieu thereof there shall be compiled and
printed, with illustrations, as a House docu-
ment, in such style and form as may be
directed by the Joint Committee on Printing,
a revised edition of the Blographical Directory
of the American Congress up to and includ-
ing the Eightieth Congress (1774-1948); and
that 6,500 additional copties shall be printed,
of which 4,400 copies shall be for the use of
the House of Representatives, 1,600 copies
for the use of the Senate, and 500 copies for
the use of the Joint Committee on Printing.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES OF
HEARINGS RELATIVE TO THE NA-
TIONAL HEALTH PFLAN

Mrs, NORTON. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on House Ad-
ministration, I offer a privileged resolu-
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tion (H. Con. Res. 176) and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows:

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That in accordance
with paragraph 8 of section 2 of the Printing
Act approved March 1, 1807, the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, House
of Representatives, be, and is hereby, au-
thorized and empowered to have printed for
its use 2,000 additional copies of the hearings
held before a subcommittee of said commit-
tee during the Elghty-first Congress, first
session, relative to the national health plan.

The resolution was agreed to.
taA motion to reconsider was laid on the
ble.

PRINTING OF DOCUMENT ENTITLED
“UNIFICATION AND STRATEGY"”

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on House Ad-
ministration, I offer a privileged reso-
lution (H. Res. 551) and ask for its im-
mediate consideration,

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-

lows:

Resolved, That the report entitled “Unifi-
cation and Strategy” made by the Committee
on Armed Services of the House of Repre-
sentatives be printed as a House document,

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetfs. Mr,
Speaker, will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. NORTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Will
the gentlewoman kindly explain what
this document is?

Mrs. NORTON., It authorizes the
printing of the report entitled “Unifica-
tion and Strategy” as a House document.
The estimated cost is $229.08.

Mr, MARTIN of Masachusetts. What
is the document?

Mrs. NORTON. The name of it is
“Unification and Strategy.”

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. But
what committee got it out?

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. NORTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Oklahoma.

Mr. ALBERT. This is a committee
print from the House Committee on
Armed Services. The resolution was in-
troduced by the chairman of the com-
mittee, the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
Vinson]. He has asked the Commitiee
on House Administration to report this
resolution.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Is
there any popular demand for it?

Mr. ALBERT. Apparently there is.

Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. NORTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania,

Mr. VAN ZANDT, I may say that the
publication relates to the investigation
conducted by the House Committee on
Armed Services on the B-36 and related
matters.

Mr. STEFAN. Mr, Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. NORTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Nebraska.
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Mr. STEFAN. Is this document a
criticism of Secretary of the Navy
Matthews?

Mrs. NORTON. I am sure that it is
not.

Mr, ALBERT. Ido not think so, either,

Mr. STEFAN. I would oppose a criti-
cism like that unless I saw the document.

Mrs. NORTON. As far as I know,
no criticism is involved.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

PRINTING OF DOCUMENT ENTITLED
“CONGRESS AND THE MONOPOLY
PROBLEM—FIFTY YEARS OF ANTI-
TRUST DEVELOPMENT, 1800-1950"

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on House Ad-
ministration, I offer a privileged resolu-
tion (H. Res. 557) and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That the committee print en-
titled “Congress and the Monopoly Problem-—
Fifty Years of Antitrust Development, 1900-
1950," prepared for the use of the Belect
Committee on Small Business, be printed
as a House document,

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

PRINTING OF DOCUMENT ENTITLED “THE
MAKING OF A CONGRESSMAN"

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on House Ad-
ministration, I offer a privileged resolu-
tion (H. Res. 595) and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That the manuseript entitled
“The Making of a Congressman” be printed
as a House document.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. NORTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Will
the gentlewoman explain who is the au-
thor of this, and how it can be done?

Mrs, NORTON, They are the remarks
of the gentleman from Vermont [Mr.
Prumiey] which appeared in the REcorp
recently, as the gentleman well knows.
The gentleman could not possibly object
to this resolution, I may say.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

MRS. HAZEL PRATER

Mrs. NORTON, Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on House Admin-
istration, I offer a privileged resolution
(H. Res. 555) and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That there shall be paid out of

the contingent fund of the House to Mrs,
Hazel Prater, daughter of Eva M. Young,
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late an employee of the House of Represent-
atives, an amount equal to 6 months' salary
at the rate she was receiving at the time of
her death and an additional amount not to
exceed $350 toward defraying the funeral ex=
penses of said Eva M. Young,

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

MRS. ROSE MARGARET TORRANCE

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on House Ad-
ministration, I offer a privileged resolu-
tion (H. Res. 591) and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: .

Resolved, That there shall be paid out of
the contingent fund of the House to Mrs.
Rose Margaret Torrance, widow of Thomas
Torrance, late an employee of the House of
Representatives, an amount equal to 6
months' salary at the rate he was receiving
at the time of his death and an additional
amount not to exceed $350 toward defraying
the funeral expenses of said Thomas Tor=
rance.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.
ALBERT A. WREDE

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on House Ad-
ministration, I offer a privileged reso-
lution (H. Res. 594) and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That there shall be paid out of
the contingent fund of the House to Albert
A. Wrede, father of Edward C. Wrede, late
an employee of the House of Representa-
tives, an amount equal to 6 months’ salary
at the rate he was receiving at the time
of his death and an additional amount not
to exceed $350 toward defraying the funeral
expenses of sald Edward C. Wrede.

The resolution was agreed to.
ta'?lemotion to-reconsider was laid on the

ESTATE OF GEORGE T. GIRAGI

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on House Ad-
ministration, I offer a privilezed reso-
lution (H. Res. 506) and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That there shall be pald out of
the contingent fund of the House to the
estate of George T. Giragi, late an employee
of the House of Representatives, an amount
equal to 6 months' salary at the rate he was
receiving at the time of his death, and an
additional amount not to exceed $350 to-
ward defraying the funeral expenses of the
said George T. Giragil.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 1, line 4, strike out lines 4 and §
down to the word “not.”

The commitiee amendment was agreed

The resolution was agreed to.

The title was amended so as to read:
“Resolution providing for the payment
of $350 funeral expenses to the esiaie
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of George T. Giragi, late an employee of
the House of Representatives.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION FOR
CERTAIN EMPLOYEES

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on House Admin-
istration, I offer a privileged resolution
(H. Res. 534) and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That, effective April 1, 1950, there
shall be paid out of the contingent fund of
the House, until otherwise provided by law,
additional compensation at the basic rate
per anum to certain employees of the House,
as follows:

OFFICE OF THE DOORKEEPER

To the superintendent, House Press Gal-
lery, the sum of #480; first assistant super-
intendent, House Press Gallery, the sum of
$500; second assistant superintendent, House
Press Gallery, the sum of $500; third assistant
superintendent, House Press Gallery, the
sum of $400; messenger, House Fress Gallery,
the sum of 8440; superintendent, House
Periodical Press Gallery, the sum of $500;
superintendent, House Radio Press Gallery,
the sum of $500; first assistant superin-
tendent, House Radio Press Gallery, the sum
of $300; and messenger, House Radio Press
Gallery, the sum of $450, whose title here-
after shall be changed to read second
assistant superintendent, House Radio Press
Gallery.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN THE
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on House Admin-
istration, I offer a privileged resolution
(H. Res. 524) and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That the expenses of conducting
the studies and investigations authorized by
rule XI (1) (h) incurred by the Committee
on Expenditures in the Executive Depart-
ments, acting as a whole or by subcommittee,
not to exceed $150,000, in addition to $50,000
authorized by House Resolution 88, Eighty-
first Congress, agreed to February 9, 1949;
$50,000, authorized by House Resoclution 127,
Eighty-first Congress, agreed to April 1, 1949;
and §50,000, authorized by House Resolution
252, Eighty-first Congress, agreed to July 1,
1949, including employment of such experts,
special counsel, and such clerical, steno-
graphic, and other assistants, and which shall
also be available for expenses incurred by
sald committee or subcommittees outside the
continental limits of the United States, shall
Pbe paid out of the contingent fund of the
House on vouchers authorized by sald com-
mittee and signed by the chairman of the
committee, and approved by the Committee
on House Administration.

Sec. 2. The cfficial committee reporters
may be used at all hearings held in the
District of Columbia, if not otherwise
officially engaged.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

COMMITTEE ON THE DISTRICT OF

COLUMBIA
Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committes on House Adminis-
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tration, I offer a privileged resolution
(H. Res. 495) and ask for its immediate
consideration,

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr, Speaker, I
make a point of order against the con-
sideration of the resolution on the
ground that a quorum was not present
when it was reported out of committee.

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, we did
have a quorum present, but some Mem-
ber may have slipped out of committee
during the consideration of the reso-
lution. I assumed that a quorum was
present.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr,
Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
gentleman will state it.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. May not
the consideration of this resolution at
this ¥ime be blocked by a point of order
that a guorum is not present in the
House?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Of
course, the point of order that a quorum
is not present may be made at any time.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The SPEAEKER pro tempore.
gentleman will state it.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, it is too
late to raise the point of order that a
quorum was not present in the commit-
tee after it has reached the floor of the
House. If no point of order is made in
the committee, the presumption is that
a quorum was present. To take any
other attitude would virtually paralyze
legislation. If no point of order was
made at the time, the presumption then
is that a quorum was present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will state in response to the par-
liamentary inquiry that the point of
order is properly addressed at this point
because the resolution has just been re-
ported to the House. The question as to
whether or not the point of order will
be sustained is an entirely different
question.

The Chair would like to ask the gen-
tlewoman from New Jersey if at the time
the resolution was reported out there was
a guorum present in the committee,

Mrs. NORTON, To the best of my
knowledge, there was.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would like to ask the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. HaYs1 whether or not he
was present at the time the resolution
was reported out.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. The gentleman
from Ohio was not present at the time.
He came in late and was informed there
had not been a quorum present at any
time. Another resolution was blocked a
little later on account of it.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, a further
point of order, This is a very serious
proposition that really affects the orderly
procedure of the House. I make the
point of order that it is too late to raise
a point of order that there was no quo-
rum present in the committee unless that
point of order was made in the com-
mittee,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will state that the point of order
can be made in the House when the re-
port is made. A point of order that a
quorum was not present when the reso-
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lution was reported out can be made
when the resolution is reported to the
House. For that reason the Chair rules
that the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
Hays] is within his rights at this par-
ticular time in making the point of order
that he has.

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman insists on his point of order,
I will withdraw the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
resolution is withdrawn.

Mrs. NORTON. May I at this time
thank the gentleman from Mississippi
[Mr. Rankin] for yielding this time
to me.

Mr. RANKIN. The lady is quite wel-
come. I was glad to yield all the time
she needed.

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. Speaker, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
gentleman will state it.

Mr. STANLEY. What is the status of
the resolution now that has just been
withdrawn?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentlewoman from New Jersey has with-
drawn the resolution. The matter is not
before the House. Therefore, there is no
question for the Chair to pass upon.

Mr. STANLEY. Could the resolution
be properly presented to the House again
without going back to the committee?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Of
course, it could be taken up by unani-
mous consent, In the event of its being
presented again, a point of order could
be raised; but the Chair would not ex-
press any opinion now on the point of
order that might be raised at that time.

Mr, STANLEY., A further parlia-
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mentary inquiry, Mr. Speaker. Is this
a privileged matter?
The SPEAKER pro tempore. If it is

reported out of committee with a quorum
present, it is a privileged matter.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, under
the rules of the House and the rules of
every committee, legislation is passed
every day without a quorum being pres-
ent, and unless that question is raised
they cannot go into the courts and con-
test the legislation. The same thing ap-
plies to the committee. A ruling to the
contrary would simply demoralize legis-
lative procedure as far as the committees
of this House are concerned.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair calls the attention of the gentle-
man from Mississippi to paragraph (d)
of section 133 of the Legislative Reorgan-
ization Act, which reads as follows:

No measure or recommendation shall be
reported from any such committee unless a

majority of the committee was actually
present,

The gentleman from Mississippi is
recognized.

Mr. RANKIN. That means the para-
lyzing of legislation.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Mississippi was recog-
nized for a motion,

TRAINING OF VETERANS UNDER SERV-
ICEMEN'S READJUSTMENT ACT

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
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of a bill that was reported under the
same conditions, S. 2596, relating to edu-
cation or training of veterans under
title II of the Servicemen’s Readjuste
ment Act (Public Law 346, 78th Cong.,
June 22, 1944),

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (S, 2596) relating
to education and training of veterans,
with Mr. WELCH in the chair,

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Mississippi is recog-
nized for 30 minutes, and the gentle-
woman from Massachusetts, for 30
minutes,

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
15 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. TEAGUE],

Mr, TEAGUE. Mr. Chairman, if it is
possible for me to get over to the Mem-
bers of this House what is in this bill,
99 percent of them will be 100 percent
for it.

This is not a liberalizing bill; it is a
restrictive bill. It is not a bill to add
money to the GI bill; it is a bill to make
the GI bill more restrictive and to save
money.

Six years ago today, on May 11, 1944,
this House began general debate on S.
1767, the so-called GI bill. There was
much debate as to whether it was a
States’ rights bill; there was consider-
able debate between the members of the
Committee on Education and Labor and
the Committee on World War Veterans'
Legislation as to what each committee
had accomplished. The gentleman from
Mississippi [Mr. RAnNxin] told of his
early school teaching days in a one-
room school and stated that the first
day of school he had five students and
five dogs, and that the school was a
howling success. It was very interest-
ing to read the debate on the GI bill.

Mr. Chairman, there has never been
a country which tried to do as much for
their returning veterans as this Con-
gress did in May of 1944, The House of
Representatives foresaw all the danger
in the bill—the so-called fly-by-night
schools, veterans who abused their privi-
leges, and also administrative abuses by
the Veterans’ Administration.

Soon after this law became operational
and as predicted in the debate on the
GI bill, many new schools came into ex-
istence, and, obviously, many, such as
dancing schools, personality develop-
ment schools, calisthenics, and similar
subjects, were obviously of a fiy-by-night
nature. As the number of schools con-
tinued to increase and the amount of
money paid for tuition, fees, and sub-
sistence continued to increase, the Vet~
erans’ Administration issued change
No. 9, the first tightening of the GI bill.
This regulation required, among other
things, that all schools operating for a
profit, a majority of whose students were
veterans, and which were established
after June 22, 1944, or which, though
established prior to that date, had not
been in continuous operation since that
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date, or which had increased their
tuition charge by 25 percent since that
date, enter into a contract with the
Veterans’ Administration—such contract
to establish the rate which such school
should receive for tuition, fees, books,
and other necessary supplies. More-
over, the contract rate so established
was to be renegotiated at the end of each
contract period.

As time went on a series of three
amendments were enacted, each amend-
ment further tightening the GI bill and
attempting to prevent known abuses of
the GI bill. The first one was Public
Law 679, in the Seventy-ninth Congress,
establishing standards for on-the-job
training for veterans and authorizing the
reimbursement of State agencies for
services rendered in assuring compliance
with these standards. The next amend-
ment was Public Law 377, which estab-
lished standards for institutional on-the-
job training, The third amendment was
Public .Law 862, of the Eightieth Con-
gress. This amendment prohibited the
expenditure of Federal funds for tuition,
fees, or subsistence allowance in connec-
tion with any avocational or recreational
course. Public Law 266, of the Eighty-
first Congress, continued the same ban
in modified form and in addition re-
quired schools operating for profit to
have had at least 1 year of successful
operation before being permitted to par-
ticipate in this program. As a result of
language in Public Law 266, the Veterans’
Administration 1 week later issued a
most arbitrary regulation, No. 1-A. This
is the regulation which caused the senior
Senator from Ohio to tell Mr., H. V.
Stirling, of the Veterans’ Administration,
that he had no faith in him. This regu-
lation, among a number of other things,
declared that all schools- established
after June 22, 1944, were avocational
and recreational. Soon after this regu-
lation was issued, Mr. Speaker, and after
a number of conferences between Mem-
bers of the House and the Senate with
the Veterans’ Administration, 1-A was
replaced with 1-B, and the Veterans’
Administration was requested to make a
complete report on educational training
under the Servicemen's Readjustment
Act, as amended.

As a result of 1-A and a result of the
conferences between Members of Con-
gress and the Veterans’ Administration,
S. 2596 was introduced and passed in
the Senate for three reasons: First, to
safeguard the rights conferred upon the
veterans by basic law; second, to regu-
larize the policy and practice to be pur-
sued by the Veterans’ Administration in
its relationship with educational institu-
tions participating in the program; and,
third, to clarify and strengthen the au-
thority of the Veterans’ Administrator
t.otcope with certain abuses under the
act.

Mr. Chairman, since that time the Vet=
erans’ Administration has made its re-
port on the GI bill and the President
transmitted this report to Congress with
a special message dated February 13, 1950.
In this message the President made eight
specific recommendations which he said
were necessary to assure that our expen-
ditures for this program yield a proper
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return both to the veterans and to the
Nation as a whole.

Mr, Chairman, this legislation includes
seven of the eight recommendations and
a portion of the eighth recommendation.
The President recommended that the
present expiration date of the GI bill be
preserved. This bill complies with this
recommendation. The President recom=-
mended that the 1 year ban against new
schools as established by Public Law 266
last year be continued. This bill con-
tinues a 1-year ban against new schools,
This provision will virtually prohibit the
establishment of any new profit schools.

The President has recommended that
the prohibition against the use of funds
for avocational and recreational train-
ing enacted by the Congress by Public
Law 862, Eightieth Congress, be con-
tinued. The avocational restriction
which would expire with the 1949 Appro-
priation Act would be made permanent
law by this bill. The President has rec-
ommended that the present restrictions
which are now regulation against indis-
criminate course changing be continued.
This bill allows a veteran to take courses
in the same general field in accordance
with present regulations. The present
law has no restriction against change of
course by the veteran.

The President has recommended that
the Veterans' Administration be given
additional authority to require schools
to properly report when a veteran inter-
rupts his training or accrues excessive
absences. This bill provides additional
authority to the Veterans’ Administra-
tion to require prompt and accurate re-
ports. The President haz made a recom-
mendation that minimum standards be
established for the States in approving
schools. The State approval agencies
have previously recommended that such
standards be established. The President
has also recommended that the States
be given financial assistance to enforce
these standards as is now provided for the
enforcement of standards for on-the-job
training.

After the President's message of Feb=
ruary 13, 1950, the gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr. WrEELER] introduced a bill con-
taining minimum standards. Within the
past 10 days the gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr, WHEELER] together with myself
and representatives of the schools, State
approval agencies and institutions of
higher learning have worked out a set
of standards to which we generally agree.

Mr. Chairman, from questions that I
have been asked, it appears that Mem-
bers of Congress want to know about the
cost of S. 2596, whether it liberalizes the
GI bill and whether it provides restric-
tions and controls for the so-called fly-
by-night schools. This bill does not lib-
eralize the GI bill of rights and does es-
tablish a number of restrictions on the
so-called fly-by-night schools.

Mr. H. V. Stirling testified before the
Appropriation Subcommittee of the
House that this bill would involve in-
creased costs.

I wrote the Administrator of Veterans’
Affairs asking for an explanation of this
alleged increase in cost and I was ad-
vised by the Administrator that their
estimate of increased cost was based on
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the assumption that the preamble of this
bill did away with the July 25, 1951, ex-
piration date. I replied to the Admin-
istrator that it was not the intent of
anyone supporting this bill to extend
the GI hill and asked that the Veterans’
Administration submit to me a proposed
amendment which would correct the
preamble and remove the doubt as to
cost. I also sent this bill to the legis-
lative reference service of the Library of
Congress for study and they reported as
follows:

With regard to the termination date we
find no item in the bill which affects a
change,

Regardless of that, Mr. Chairman, the
amendment prepared by the Veterans'
Administration which I will introduce,
will remove all doubt as to increased cost
and will preserve the expiration date as
now provided by the GI bill.

The Veterans’ Administration claims
that section 3 of the bill would cost
approximately $20,000,000. This section
would broaden the base of reimburse-
ment of nonprofit institutions of higher
learning to include the entire cost of
training the veteran. This provision
would place all institutions on an equal
basis regardless of whether they are
State institutions or private schools,
Because of cost, an amendment will be
offered to strike this section from the
bill.

The other item of cost is section VI of

the bill. This section provided reim-
bursement to States for services in de-
termining the qualifications of proprie=
tary institutions. The Veterans’ Admin-
istration estimates the cost of this
section to be $2,330,000. This section
complies with one of the recommenda-
tions of the President in his message to
Congress dated February 13, 1950, and
will provide funds for the States to in-
tensify supervision of schools for the
purpose of further reducing abuses,
. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. WHEELER] has worked very
hard on this bill and I regret that it was
necessary that he go back to Georgia.
He is in complete agreement on this bill,
and I know of no one opposing it.

Mr. Chairman, after conferring with
the House Parliamentarian I introduced
yesterday H. R. 8465 which is a new bill
including all proposed amendments
which I have mentioned and when we
begin reading S. 2596 I shall offer H. R.
8465 as an amendment.

Mr. Chairman, section 1 of this hill
continues the provision that a school
must be in operation 1 year before they
are allowed to participate in the veteran
program. It also provides that a veteran
may not change courses except in the
same general field. In other words, it
prohibits veterans from taking a barber-
ing course, a tailoring course, and a cook-
ing course. This section also continues
the ban on avocational or recreational
training which was a part of Public Law
8§62, an appropriation bill.

Section 2 of this bill writes into per-
manent law the provision of Public Law
266 on customary tuition charges. It also
writes into permanent law the Veterans’
Educational Appeals Board provided for
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in Public Law 266 except that under this
bill the Veterans' Appeal Board would be
appointed by the President of the United
States and not by the Administrator of
Veterans’ Affairs. This section also pro-
vides that the Administration shall con-
tinue to make further payments to a
school at such amount as the Adminis-
trator considers to be fair and reasonable
during negotiations for a contract and
during the pendency of any appeal which
the school may make.

Mr, Chairman, there will be a motion
to strike section 3 from the bill because
of cost.

Section 4 of the bill provides that a
school shall be considered nonprofit if
it is exempt from taxation under para-
graph 6, section 101 of the Internal Rev-
enute Code whether it was certified as
such by the Bureau of Internal Revenue
before or subsequent to June 22, 1944,

Mr. Chairman, section 5 was one of the
recommendations of the President and
which provides some inspection service
for State-approval agencies in ascertain-
ing the qualifications of schools under
the GI bill.

Section 6 of the bill is a proposed set
of standards which were recommended
by the President and which were worked
out and agreed to by myself, the gentle-
man from Georgia, representatives of the
private schools, and representative of the
State-approval agencies.

There is one paragraph of this section
to which there was some objection by
the schools and is paragraph 3, page 12.

Section T of the bill was a recom-
mendation of the President concerning
hours per week of schools. Section 8 was
a recommendation of the President.
Sections 9, 10, and 11 are administrative
sections.

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. TEAGUE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Tennessee.

Mr. EVINS. It is my understanding
that the gentleman intends to offer at
the appropriate time as a substitution
for this bill, the bill H. R. 8465; is that
correct?

Mr. TEAGUE. I expect to offer it as
an amendment to the bill S. 2506, After
conferring with the Parliamentarian of
the House yesterday he suggested that
it be handled in this way, and that is the
reason it has been done in that manner,

Mr, EVINS. Is H. R. 8465 substan-
tially the same as S. 2596? And if there
are any differences, what are the dif-
ferences?

Mr. TEAGUE. If the gentleman will
permit, I will get to that.

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, TEAGUE, I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio. -

Mr. VORYS. The report says that the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs is re-
porting the bill S. 2596, Is that the fact,
that it was S. 2596 that was considered
and reported by the gentleman’s com-
mittee?

Mr. TEAGUE. That is correct. Last
year the Senate passed S. 2596. At the
same time they asked for a complete re-
port from the Veterans’ Administration,
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and that report has been made. The
President has recommended that those
eight recommendations be put into ef-
fect, and that we put in some standards.
This bill, H. R. 8465, which will be offered
as an amendment, includes those recom=-
mendations and those standards.

Mr., VORYS. The gentleman says
“which will be offered.” Is H. R. 8465 a
committee amendment that has been
voted on?

Mr. TEAGUE. No, it is not. Because
of the number of those amendments, and
after conferring with the House Parlia-
g;e;xtarian. I introduced that bill yester-

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. TEAGUE. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr, HOLIFIELD. I have in mind an
automotive training school that was in
existence 8 months. It was a legitimate
school, but due to the 1-year ruling it
was not allowed any more tuition from
the Government for its enrollees. The
school, nevertheless, maintained its
courses and now it has passed the 1-year
mark. Is it possible for that school to
be approved?

Mr. TEAGUE. If the school has
existed for 1 year and its standards are
such that the State approval agency rec-
ommends it, then they would be per-
mitted to accept veteran students.

Mr, HOLIFIELD. Even though they
had been disqualified under the previous
regulations.

Mr. TEAGUE, That is correct, be-
cause it must have existed for 1 year.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. TEAGUE. I yield fo the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. FORD. On page 2 of S. 2596, in
subparagraph (b) the last sentence,
there is this language:

Upon the certification of any State ap-
proval agency that a new institution is essen-
tial to meet the requirements of veterans in
such State, the Administrator in his discre-
tion may approve such an institution not-

withstanding the provisions of this para-
graph,

On page 5 of the committee report
there is practically a reiteration of that
particular sentence. I am wondering if,
in the amendment that the gentleman
intends to offer, there is a similar
provision,

Mr. EVINS. That is exactly the ques-
tion I wanted to propound to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. TEAGUE. When our Subcommit-
tee on Appropriations last year put that
wording in the appropriation bill, it made
it retroactive, and the number of schools
that had been in existence for 9, 10, and
11 months, were suddenly cut out. That
wording was put in the Senate bill to
take care of those schools, but no sim-
ilar wording is contained in H. R. 8465,
which will be offered as an amendment.

Mr. FORD. Would the gentleman ob-
ject to the inclusion of such a sentence
in the amendment that he intends to
offer?

Mr. TEAGUE. I know of two or three
Members that intend to offer that
amendment. If that amendment is to
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take care of those schools who were done
an injustice last year, in order to take
care of those schools, I would have no
objection. If it is a case of permitting
ind te new schools, I would be
against it.

Mr. FORD. I think that particular
sentence protects against the establish-
ment of schools of fly-by-night charac-
ter indiscriminately. In other words,
the Administrator still has discretionary
authority. He could use that discre-
tion to approve legitimate schools that
were caught in the box, so to speak, in
the last few months following the enact-
ment of the law that contained sec-
tion 266.

Mr. TEAGUE., Certainly, a number
of those schools were done an injustice.

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, the gentleman
knows that I am supporting his bill and
I have been working with him on it. I
was under the impression that the lan-
guage the gentleman mentioned would
be included in the substitute, H. R.
8465. I have been unable to find that
language, and therefore I have an
amendment that I will offer to reinstate
it. I think, in fairness to the schools
that have been in operation for some
months and doing a good job, that they
should not be discontinued.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TEAGUE. I will be glad to yield
to the gentleman from Iowa. I just
read the gentleman'’s debate, and I read
all his statements on the GI bill when it
was considered 6 years ago.

Mr, CUNNINGHAM. If I understand
the gentleman’s bill, the real purpose of
this educational provision is that if the
school has been in existence for 1 year
and has met the requirements of the
State authority, whether it be the super-
intendent of public instruction or who-
ever it is in the State that authorizes the
schools, then it is qualified to train the
veteran, and it will not be subject to
being disqualified by any arbitrary ruling
of the Veterans’ Administration. Isthat
correct?

Mr. TEAGUE. Any school where the
Veterans’ Administration finds that the
students are not receiving proper train-
ing, the Veterans' Administration can-
not disapprove the school but can stop
the tuition and subsistence of the vet-
erans who go to the school. In that way
the head of the Veterans’ Administration
can control any school if there is an
obvious fraud or something of that sort
going on,

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. The gentleman’s
bill will still permit that?

Mr. TEAGUE. That is right.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. TEAGUE. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. I think the REcorp
should show that the gentleman from
Texas has led in this ficht and has done
a perfectly remarkable job, and has
earned almost as many decorations in
this peacetime war as he earned during
the war.

Mr. TEAGUE. I appreciate the re-
marks of the gentleman from New York.
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Mr. JAVITS. May I ask the gentle-
man whether the key to what he is try-
ing to accomplish is not contained in the
one sentence of the report of the com-
mittee on page 4 which states:

Moreover, the numerous amendments,
clarifications, and Interpretations subse=-
guently issued by the VA added to the gen-
eral confusion.

Is the gentleman trying to resolve all
of that dispute?

Mr. TEAGUE. That is exactly correct.

Mr. JAVITS. I would like to advise
the Members that passage of this bill,
according to the substitute the gentle-
man from Texas will offer, is a most
important question on which I have
heard from a very large number of
veterans from my district favoring it.
The substitute only seeks to secure for
veterans the full rights which the Con-
gress intended they should have in
terms of education and training, It is
an effort to see that regulations do not
depreciate these rights. This bill will
give veterans reasonable and legitimate
freedom of action in choice of courses
and schools, in respect of their enti-
tlement—and that was as the Congress
intended it should be. The effort of the
Congress to close some loopholes has
been misinterpreted. In this bill we are
seeing to it that such misinterpreta-
tion, which has been a serious handi-
cap to veterans, is ended. I hope the
House will approve this bill.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TEAGUE. 1 yield.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I un-
derstood the gentleman to say in an-
swer to an inquiry of the gentleman
from Jowa [Mr. CunnNingHAM] that
under the bill he is now supporting the
Veterans’ Administration would have
the authority to protect the fund
against those schools which do not give
proper education. Is that the way it
is?

Mr. TEAGUE. If somebody is oper-
ating a school and it is obvious to the
Veterans’ Administration that the
school is not giving satisfactory teach-
ing to the boys, they have no authority
to do anything to the school but they
can discontinue the subsistence pay-
ments to the boys going to the school,
which would in turn stop the school.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has expired.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
five additional minutes to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The
gentleman used the word “obvious,” if
it is “obvious” to the head of the Vet-
erans’ Administration. Does the gen-
tleman mean by that that he must have
something more than just ordinary in-
formation?

Mr, TEAGUE. No, I do not. I mean
that if there is fraud or the school is
not giving the kind of instruction it
should the Veterans’ Administration can
stop the subsistence payments to the
students going to that school.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Yes; but
who determines whether there is fraud
or whether the instruction is not proper?
That is the point that is bothering me.
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Mr, TEAGUE. It is a cooperative
thing between the State authority and
the Veterans’ Administration. The Vet-
erans’ Administration can override the
State approval by stopping the subsist-
ence of the students going to the school.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Am I
correct in my assumption that the head
of the VA can cut off the tuition if, in his
judgment, the school is not giving proper
instruction?

Mr. TEAGUE. That is the wording of
Mr. H. V. Stirling, director of this part
of the GI bill. He says they can do that.

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. TEAGUE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Nebraska.

Mr. STEFAN. The gentleman will re-
call my interest in the GI flight training
program and the amendment I had in
the appropriation bill to aid GI flight
training, to keep the flight training in-
tact. Then the VA went after it, with
the result that many of the trainees were
precluded from participating in flight
training. What will the gentleman’s new
bill do to the GI flight training? Is the
gentleman acquainted with my amend-
ment?

Mr. TEAGUE. Yes; I certainly am.

Mr. STEFAN. The gentleman assisted
me in the adoption of that amendment,
and agreed with me that flight training
should not be considered entertainment.

Mr. TEAGUE. The gentleman is cor-
rect. The same wording we put in the
appropriation bill is in this bill.

Mr. STEFAN. Is my amendment in
there yet?

Mr. TEAGUE. Yes; it is; the same
wording.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, TEAGUE. I yield.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I
should be very glad to yield 5 minutes
of the time on this side to the gentle-
man, that he may explain the bill point
by point. He has been interrupted and
has not explained the entire bill. I wish
he would explain the part of the bill
that concerns the regulation which is to
be issued by the Veterans' Administra-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, I hope that the bill
offered by the gentleman from Texas
as a substitute for 8. 2596 will receive
favorable consideration. I am disap-
pointed that the members of our Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs and the
Members of the House did not have a
longer opportunity to study its provi-
sions and weigh its value to the veter-
ans. I believe it to be good legislation
and I will vote for it when offered.

Mr. TEAGUE. I thank the gentle-
woman very much for yielding me the
additional time.

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. TEAGUE, I yield.

Mr. VORYS. We have a report here
which says “analysis of the bill by sec-
tions.” Now, we are to throw that away
and hear what the gentleman has to say,
is that correct?

Mr. TEAGUE. The first section, para-
graph A, continues the 1-year ban
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against schools. In other words, it re-
quires the school to be in operation for
1 year before it can accept GI students.

Mr. HAND. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, TEAGUE. I yield.

Mr. HAND. To what date does the
1-year limitation apply? Will it be 1
year from August 24, 1949?

Mr. TEAGUE. If you start in school
today, the school you go to would have
10 have been in operation for a year.

Mr. HAND. Would it have to be in
operation a year before August 24, 1949,
which is the date set in the previous bill?

Mr. TEAGUE. No; it would have to
be in operation for a year from the date
that you go into the school.

Mr. HAND. But there is a date set.

Mr. TEAGUE. Yes; that was the date
of the appropriation bill, August 24.

Mr. HAND. And it is still that same
date?

Mr, TEAGUE. That is right.

Mr. HAND. So the school would have
to have been in existence under your pro-
posed bill or under your amendment for
a full year prior to August 24, 1949?

Mr, TEAGUE. No.

Mr. HAND. It wouldnot? Then, will
the gentleman vell me what his bill does?

Mr. TEAGUE. If you were to start in
a school today, the school would have
to have been in operation for 1 year. If
you started school a month from now it
would have to have been in operation a
year prior to the day that you start go-
ing to school.

Mr. HAND. That is prior to the day
you go in?

Mr, TEAGUE. That is right.

Mr. HAND. That is what the gentle-
man'’s bill provides?

Mr. TEAGUE. That isright. That is
what the appropriation bill provided also.
Mr. HAND. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. WHITAKER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. TEAGUE. I yield.

Mr. WHITAKER. In the original bill,
8. 2596, it was provided that a school
which has been approved by the Federal
agency or by the State agency would be
allowed this money from the Govern-
ment. But now that is being cut out,
is that not correct? In other words, I
have the only colored trade school in my
State. It has been approved by the Fed-
eral agency and by the State agency. The
people who are putting in this trade
school have spent $25,000 on the build-
ing. They have spent part of their
money on contracts for the educators to
run it. Then when the act was passed,
this 1-year rule just cut the ground out
from under them, so there they are now
with a dead approval, and yet they have
spent all this money.

Mr. TEAGUE. That is correct. And
may I recall to the gentleman that last
year when the House of Representatives
was holding its sessions in the committee
room of the Committee on Ways and
Means it was very difficult to hear, and
I personally did not know that that was
to be passed until it had gone through
and neither did other members of the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs, that I
know of. It is true that many schools
were discriminated against in that way.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Mr, WHITAKER. My understanding
is that the appropriation for that par-
ticular school was included in the esti-
mate.

Mr. TEAGUE. There is to be an
amendment offered which will correct
that.

Mr. Chairman, to confinue with the
explanation of the bill:

Paragraph B: If the Administrator
finds that the progress of a person is un-
satisfactory, he may disapprove a change
of course of instruction and may discon-
tinue any course of education in which
he finds that the progress is unsatis-
factory.

Paragraph C permits a student to
change a course in the same general
field, but he cannot go from ‘barbering
to tailoring to baking.

A number of Members have asked,
“What about a boy who starts studying
medicine and flunks out and wants to
take another course?” TUnfortunately
he will just be out of luck, so far as this
bill is concerned, But in trying to limit
the boys who have gone from baking to
tailoring and barbering, and so forth,
and taking these different courses, it was
felt that this provision was necessary.

Paragraph D is the same provision
that was in 266 last year on avocational
or recreational courses, which contain
dancing courses, photography courses,
glider courses, bartending, personality
development, and entertainment courses,
and so forth.

Section 2 is the same wording as 266
last year, with the exception of two
things: This bill provides that for the
purposes of this bill it includes contracts
under Public Law 16 and Public Law 346.
If a school has had two contracts, the
last contract shall be the one that is in
effect. The Veterans' Administration
ruled that there was a difference in Pub-
lic Law 16 and Public Law 346, and
therefore many schools could never get
two contracts, but these are very largely
the same, and this law says they are the
same. I understand from talking to
members of the Committee on Appro-
priations that that was their intent in
placing that provision in the appropria-
tion bill,

Mr. STEFAN. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr, TEAGUE. 1 yield.

Mr. STEFAN. To the last word on
line 10, page 3, “glider.” Will the gen-
tleman explain that?

Mr. TEAGUE. If a man is in flight
training, if it is obvious that in his busi-
ness he can go on, he can go to glider
training. But he must get two affidavits
saying that that is something that will
help him in his business.

The Committee on Appropriations last
year said that if the administration finds
that any institution has no customary
cost of tuition, he shall forthwith fix and
pay or cause to be paid a fair and rea-
sonable rate of payment for tuition fees
and other charges for the course offered
by such institution. Under that lan-
guage, when the contract period is set,
the Veterans' Administration will refuse
to pay this institution for 6 or 6 or 7 or
8 months,

May 11

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. TeacuE] has
again expired.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, 1 yield the gentleman 10
additional minutes. The gentleman
knows the bill probably better than any-
one else, and I think it will be helpful to
the House to have his explanation.

Mr. TEAGUE. I thank the gentle-
woman. In Nashville, Tenn., there is a
school where the Veterans' Administra-
tion owes that school for 11 months be-
cause they have not come to an agree-
ment on a contract. From talking to
members of the Committee on Appro-
priations, it is my understanding that
the Veterans’ Administration should
continue to pay what was a fair and rea-
sonable fee until the contract was nego-
tiated. Therefore, we have put in this
hill one provision:

Provided further, That the Veterans' Ad-
ministration shall continue to make further
payments to a school at such amount as the
Administrator considers to be fair and rea-
sonable during negotiations for & contract,
and during the pendency of any appeal
which the school may make.

From many Members of Congress I
take it they have received the same com-
plaints. That language was worked up
by the Legislative Reference Service and
I feel it will take care of these contracts.

Section 3 of the bill is a section which
was inadvertently left in the bill and
would cost some money. That is not
going to be offered as part of the amend-
ment.

Section 4—up until last year the Vet-
erans’ Administration ruled that any
school would be regarded as a nonprofit
school if it was exempt from taxation
under paragraph 6, section 101 of the
Internal Revenue Code. Last year they
ruled that any school created after June
22, 1944, would not be so considered.
This bill reaffirms the fact that the Vet-
erans’ Administration will regard a school
as nonprofit if section 101 of the Internal
Revenue Code says they are a nonprofit
institution.

Section 4 is one item in this bill that
will cost some money. The President,
in his recommendation to Congress, rec-
ommended that we adopt some stand-
ards for this training. He said if Con-
gress could enact minimum standards of
the type suggested, it is recommended
that, as in the case of on-the-job train-
ing courses, Federal grants to States be
authorized for necessary expenses to as-
sure sound and effective adminstration of
the law. The Veterans' Administration
has testified that this provision would
cost $2,300,000. The people in my State
say that on-the-job training has gone
down to such an extent that if the Vet-
erans’' Administration will give them per-
mission to use the same people for in-
spection that they will not need any
additional money.

Section 6 is a set of standards.

In the President’s message he recom-
mended a set of standards. The gentle-
man from Georgia [Mr. WHEELER], Who
has done a lot of work on this bill, the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr,
Evinsl—and I might add that the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. WHEELER] is
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unable to be present today because he
had to go back to Georgia—but the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. WHEELER], &
representative of the National Federa-
tion of Private Schools, a representa-
tive of the National Association of Pri-
vate Schools, a representative of State
approval agencies, Mr. Raisley, of Bos-
ton, Mass., who is on the President’s Ad-
visory Committee, got together and
worked out this set of standards. None
of them agreed 100 percent, but they are
very similar to the standards that are in
the on-the-job training and institution-
al on-the-farm training programs.

The two things in the standards about
which there was any argument was one
which states this:

No new course, or additions to the capac-
ity of existing course, in any school operated
for profit, shall be approved if the State
approving agency shall determine that the
occupation for which the course is intended
to provide training is crowded in the State
and locality where the training is to be giv-
en and that existing training facilities are
not adequate.

In other words, if a school down in
Texas wanted to establish a radio de-
partment, or if it was desired to estab-
lish a radio school at that place, and
there were more than 500 students in
the school, if the locality was crowded
as far as radio operators were concerned,
they would have authority to turn down
that school. There was some disagree-
ment on that.

The other part where there was dis-
agreement was on clock hours. The
President recommended that the Con-
gress enact legislation to prescribe at-
tendance requirements,

(b) For the purpose of this part, a trade
or technical course, offered on a clock-hour
basis below the college level, involving shop
practice as an integral part thereof, shall be
considered a full-time course when a mini-
mum of 30 hours per week of attendance is
required with not more than 30 minutes of
rest period per day allowed. A course offered
on a clock-hour basis below the college level
in which theoretical or classroom instruction
predominates shall be considered a full-time
course when a minimum of 25 hours per week
net of instruction is required.

That was the biggest problem among
this group. For example, in Louisiana,
the schools are all on a 25-hour basis.
The VA set up 25 hours to begin with,
This group finally came up with this

idea that those schools in which the

majority of the training is theoretical,
where they sit in the classroom entirely,
25 hours is sufficient; that in schools
where much of the training is shop work
or outside work that there should be a
minimum of 30 hours.

We wired the State approval ag>ncies
in every State in the Union and asked
them about this provision, and the ma-
jority of the agencies came back with the
report that there would be no objection
to a 30-hour minimum., There will
probably be an amendment fo strike out
that section, but I am not sure yet.

The President stated in his report that °

the schools had been lax in reporting
absentees, that they had been lax in re-
porting the veterans who  quit their
schools or left school, and he recom-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

mended some legislation corrective of
that situation. There is a provision in
this bill to require schools to report ab-
sentees and to permit the VA to place
that amount of money against what the
VA owes the school if they do not re-
port it.

These are the general provisions of the
bill as far as Congress is concerned.
There is one provision in this bill that
will cost money.

Mr., BECKWORTH., Mr, Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TEAGUE. I yield.

Mr. BECKWORTH. I want to con-
gratulate the gentleman on his fine ex-
planation of the bill. The gentleman
will remember that he and I have talked
a number of times about certain new
schools, the managers or owners of which
have felt that perhaps their schools
might be unduly handicappzd as a rasult
of certain rules and regulations. In my
opinion these new schools in which
the owners in some instances have in-
vested sizable sums of money should not
be discriminated against. Many of these
owners in good faith established these
schools to help our veterans. What is
the situation, in the gentleman’s opinion,
as to the effect of this legislation upon
certain new schoocls which came into
existence recently?

Mr., TEAGUE. The gentleman has
talked to me a number of times about
new schools. There is no doubt there
have been abuses by the schools. The
State approval agencies and the Veter-
ans’ Administration both agree that
there are sufficient schools and agree
that there should be this 1-year require-
ment, that a school should exist for a
year and prove itself before it accepts
GI students. The only way a new school
can start is by existing for a year and
proving itself before it takes veteran
students.

Mr. HOLIFIELD, Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, TEAGUE. I yield.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. The gentleman
spoke of the school at Nashville, Tenn.,
which has been in disagreement with
the Veterans' Administration for 8 or 9
months, Would this bill be retroactive
in allowing that school the amount that
the Veterans’ Administration deemed to
be proper?

Mr. TEAGUE. No; the bill would not
be retroactive, but there is an amend-
ment.to be offered which says that any
school that has signed a contract because
of that may appeal to the Appeals
Board.

Mr. HOLIFIELD., Would any school
that had been in existence less than a
year and which was disqualified but
which has now been in existence a year
be allowed repayment for the tuition
during the period in which they were
disqualified?

Mr. TEAGUE. Not under this bill.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California., Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, TEAGUE. I yizld to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr, PHILLIFS of California. The gen-
tleman made the statement they would
not be permitted for a year to accept
GI students. He means they could take
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the students but they would not be re=-
imbursed by the Government?

Mr, TEAGUE. That is right.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. How
much will the section add that the gen-
tleman says does add money to the cost?

Mr. TEAGUE. The VA testified it
would be $2,300,000. The State-approval
agencies testified it would not cost that
much. All they need is permission to
use the personnel they now have.

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. TEAGUE, I yield to the gentle-
man from Colorado.

Mr. CARROLL. On page 11, line 4,

there is the following section:

The curriculum and instruction are con-
sistent in quality, content, and length with
similar courses in the public schools or other
private schools with recognized and ac-
cepted standards.

There was a spirited debate in the
other body on this provision as to wheth-
er or not the standards, where you talk
about the accepted standards, are those
accepted by the State universities.

Mr. TEAGUE. Accepted by the State-
approval agencies.

Mr. CARROLL, The point was raised
that there was discrimination against
night schools and the debate hinged
around the Chicago area. I would like
to have it in the record that the State
sets the standards and not the various
educational groups.

Mr. TEAGUE. That is correct.

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TEAGUE. I yield to the gentle-
man from California,

Mr. McDONOUGH. This bill comes
about as a result of an order of the VA
about last Szptember?

Mr. TEAGUE. Yes; just when school
started,

Mr. McDONOUGH. There was some
exception taken to that and they then
modified that order?

Mr. TEAGUE. Yes.

Mr. McDONOUGH. This bill is an
effort to put into statue form that he
would have discretion about these
things?

Mr. TEAGUE. Yes.

Mr. McDONOQUGH. With the adop-
tion of this bill would it extend the au-
thority of his discretion under regula-
tions with reference to GI students any
more than if this bill were not passed?

Mr. TEAGUE. It definitely restricts
the Administrator.

Mr. McDONOUGH. In other words,
the question of the cost of this bill must
be given consideration insofar as the cost
of any regulation that the Administrator
might put into effect from here on is
concerned?

Mr. TEAGUE. That is correct.

Mr. McDONOUGH. In the gentle-
man's opinion, will the adoption of this
bill increase the cost of the balance of
the GI students’ program any more than
if it were not adopted, and, if so, to what
extent?

Mr. TEAGUE. Truthfully and very
seriously I think it will lessen the cost in-
stead of increasing the cost.

Mr. McDONOUGH. This presumed
figure of $2,000,000,000 was the figure
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that the balance of the GI program
might cost if the bill were not passed?

Mr. TEAGUE. Yes.

Mr,. SUTTON. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. TEAGUE. I yield to the gentle«
man from Tennessee.

Mr. SUTTON. Does the gentleman’'s
amendment carry the language found in
this bill reading:

Upon the certification of any State ap-
praval agency that a new institution is es-
sential to meet the requirements of veterans
in such State, the Administrator in his dis-
cretion may approve such an institution

notwithstanding the provisions of this para-

graph?

Mr. TEAGUE. It does not. That was
discussed a few moments ago.

Mr. SUTTON. That has been left out?

Mr. TEAGUE, It has been left out.

Mr, SUTTON. Would the genfleman
object to that language being put in?

Mr. TEAGUE. An amendment will be
offered. The gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. WaeeELEr] who did a lot of work
on this bill objected to the language and
it was taken out of the bill. I am pre-
senting the two sides and will let the
House vote on it

Mr. SUTTON. I understand the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. EviNs] is
going to offer the amendment. I hope
it will be adopted.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. TEAGUE. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. LUCAS. I want to add my praise
to the praise of the others for the gentle-
man and his fine work on this bill. It
seems to me this is a very splendid piece
of legislation. I note on page 3 you
have listed avocational and recreational
courses, but you have failed to list avia-
tion courses. I wonder if by your failure
to list it you mean they are permitted
under this bill?

Mr. TEAGUE. If the genfleman will
turn over to the next page he will find
that it is the same wording that was in
the appropriations bill,

Mr. WIER. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. TEAGUE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. WIER. In my State we recog-
nized the evils that were cropping up
immediately following the war and the
State legislature of my State passed a
regulatory law., First we licensed all
of these schools and then we set up the
regulations under which they would op-
erate. My question there is this: By the
passage of this law, will that annul some
of the regulations in a State law?

Mr. TEAGUE. No. It is up to the
State approval agency to approve them.
Many States have those standards, but
this affects those standards in no way.

Mr. WIER, I think the gentleman
ought to explain this. There is quite a
controversy between the Veterans' Ad-
ministration and the schools involved; I
thinl: that it ought to be clarified why
the schools are so concerned about the
passage of this bill against the wishes of
the Veterans’ Administration.

Mr. TEAGUE. If you were running
a school and it came to the point of nego-

tiating your contract, and one man down
in the Veterans’ Administration had au-
thority to tell you that he would not
agree, and hold up your pay for 6, 7, 8,
or 9 months until you were bankrupt, and
if some legislation was proposed that
would force the Veterans’ Administra-
tion to continue to pay you and give them
a chance to appeal to an appeals board,
I believe the gentleman would be for the
legislation, too. That is the point where
your schools come in and why they want
this legislation.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, I might say in that
connection that the course or practice
on the part of this section of the Vet-
erans’ Administration is an attempt to
do indirectly something that they will
not do directly, and when they have
these contracts under negotiation, that
is the weapon they use.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has expired.

Mrs, ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I yield such time as he may
desire to the gentleman from New York
[Mr. KEARNEY .

Mr. KEARNEY., Mr. Chairman, I am
taking this time to explain my own per-
sonal reasons why I am against this
bill. As far as the gentleman from
Texas is concerned, there is no Mem-
ber of the Committee on Veterans' Af-
fairs for whom I hold a higher regard
along with my colleagues who worked
with him on portions of this bill, the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. WHEELER]
and the gentleman from Tennessee, [Mr.
Evinsl. But, I go back, my colleagues,
to the 16,000 hospital bed bill, that we
passed in this House some few days ago.
I adopted a stand, and I intend to stick
by it, that I am going to be opposed to
any bill, particularly bills that come out
of my own committee, when no hearings
have been held on those bills. I realize
of course, that H. R. 8465 will be offered
as a substitute for the original 8. 2596.
But, along with several Members of the
committee, I am in a state of confusion.
The bill, 8.25986, as it passed the other
body, according to the testimony, will
cost approximately $2,500,000 a year.
You will not find those figures in the
debate on the bill in the other body, but
you will find those figures in the testi-
mony before the subcommittee of the
Committee on Appropriations, of which
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. THOMAS]
is a member.

Mr. TEAGUE. Mr,
the gentleman yield?

Mr. EEARNEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. TEAGUE, There was an execu-
tive session of our committee on S. 2596.
The Veterans' Administration came be-
fore our committee to state their ob-
jections to the bill. Did they mention
any enormous cost at that time?

Mr. KEARNEY. I have no recollec-
tion of the figures given, if any, by any
of the officials of the Veterans’ Admin-
istration. I am taking this from the
record of the testimony before the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, where it
states:

General Gray's figure was about $2,500,-
000,000 additional cost per annum, which

Chairman, will
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would make a total expenditure of over
$5,000,000,000 per year under B5.2596.

Mr. TEAGUE. I read the hearings
last night on the GI bill and I read
the statement of the gentleman from
New York. There is no Member who
knows more about veterans legislation
or knows the Veterans’ Administration
better than the gentleman from New
York. Does he believe that this bill
would cost any sum like that? Does he
believe anyone connected with it would
have any intent to go along with any
such cost? The gentleman from New
York knows that his beliefs are almost
exactly the same as mine. We have
talked about this a thousand times.

Mr. KEARNEY. As long as I have
been a member of that committee, which
has been some 8 years, I have never
found two witnesses who could agree
on any particular cost. But what I am
getting at is this: Let us assume for
argument’s sake that the cost of the
Senate bill is $2,000,000,000, in round
figures. As I understand, the gentleman
from Texas has stated that the cost of
his proposed bill will be in the neighbor-
hood of $2,300,000. What I should like
to ask the gentleman from Texas now
is, Can he imagine any group of confer-
ees getting together on differences be-
tween the sum of $2,000,000,000 and the
sum of $2,000,000? It is for that rea-
son that I am opposed to the bill and the
further fact no hearings have been held
before our committee. We never saw the
bill until this afternoon.

Mr. TEAGUE. If I even dreamed any
such amount was in this bill, I would
not say one word for the bill. I would
be against it.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EEARNEY. I yield.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I
believe the Senate had absolutely no idea
that the cost of their bill would be $2,-
000,000,000. I think this is some idea
the Veterans’ Administration had when
they claimed, I think before the Commit-
tee on Appropriations, that the expira-
tion date would be extended, and that
would bring the cost way up. Appar-
ently there is nothing in the bill that
would allow that to be extended.

Mr. EEARNEY. Only this morning
there were several Veterans’ Administra-
tion officials up in the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs trying to determine
the difference between the Senate bill
and the proposed substitute. It took
them over 2 hours to iron out their
own differences as to what the two bills
consisted of, but there was no cost given
to approximate the total cost in this
hill.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Has
the gentleman ever known the Veterans'
Administration to give one cost and stick
to it? I have been on that committee
since 1925, and I have never known them
to do it.

Mr. EEARNEY. I do not think that
we should lay the blame for this situa-
tion on the Veterans' Administration.
This bill now is the responsibility of the
House of Representatives. In the first
instance, it was the responsibility of the
House Committee on Veterans' Affairs.
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We held no hearings on the bill. Out-
side of the gentleman from Texas, and
one or two others, there is no member
of the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs
that I know of that knew even the con-
tents of the bill until they came onto
the floor of the House this morning. To
my mind, that is not a proper way to
legislate.

Mr., PHILLIPS of California.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KEARNEY, 1 yield.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. The
gentleman will recall that I am a mem-
ber of the Subcommittee on Independ-
ent Offices Appropriations which has
this budget in charge. He is expressing
the predicament in which we now find
ourselves, whether or not the figure of
$2,000,000,000 or $2,500,000,000 is right.
It is a figure for a year. It is not, as the
gentlewoman said, an additional figure
for all time. That runs to $50,000,000,-
000 or more. But feeling as the gentle-
man does and as the gentlewoman does,
that there might be some discrepancy,
the subcommittee—and I know ‘my
chairman will permit me to say this in-
stead of his saying it for himself—asked
the Bureau of the Budget for, and just
now we have had, a new and more ac-
curate estimate, which still says that it
could run to $2,000,000,000 a year, giving
a figure as a minimum of $1,000,000,000
a year. Whether or not that is true,
the feeling of the gentleman from New
York, and it is mine, too, is that this is
nothing we can guess at on the floor of
the House of Representatives.

Mr. KEARNEY, I do not believe this
is a matter the House should guess af.
I think we should have approximately
all the testimony on any particular bill
and the figures, if any are available,
presented, so that the House will know
what it is doing.

Mr. KEATING. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. KEARNEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. KEATING. May I address this
question to the gentleman from Califor-
nia: In mentioning these figures which
the gentleman from California has given
us, was he referring to the bill S. 2596?

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Yes;
that is correct. I should have made
that clear. I think both the gentleman
from New York and I are referring to the
Senate bill.

Mr. KEARNEY. That isright.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. But we
have no information. I have been trying
in a short time to read the substitute
but am still unable to determine what it
does as compared to the Senate bill.

Mr. KEARNEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Nebraska [Mr. MILLER].

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I thank
the gentleman. I notice the bill we are
considering now is to be offered as an
amendment to Senate bill 2596. H. R.
4665 was introduced by Mr, TEAGUE on
May 10, 1950. It says “Referred to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs,” May
10 was yesterday. I presume the bill
was referred to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs for consideration and hear-
ings. Now, do I understand there have
been no hearings on the bill, which was

Mr,
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introduced on May 10, 1950, and that it
is a new bill which no one knows the
contents of and the House here is con-
sidering a bill and proposing fo offer
it as an amendment to the Senate bill?

Mr. KEARNEY. The gentleman is
absolutely correct.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Would it
not be in order to have this bill recom-

mitted so that at least some hearings '

could be held on it. Surely more light
should be shed on this subject before
we can act intelligently on it.

Mr. KEARNEY. When the time
comes, the gentleman from New York
will offer the proper motion.

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
the gentleman yield?

Mr. EEARNEY. I yield.

Mr. VORYS. We have a report dated
October 14, 1949, from the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs reporting S. 2596 as
having been voted out by that commit-
tee. Were there hearings on that bill?

Mr. KEARNEY. There were some in
executive session, but there were no pub-
lic hearings.

Mr. VORYS. Isthat the bill, the cost
of which is estimated at $2,000,000,000
8 year?

Mr. EKEARNEY. The gentleman is
correct.

Mr. VORYS. Is the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs sponsoring the only bill
which is before the House at the pres-
ent time? Are the membership gen-
erally here sponsoring the only bill on
which we have a report and which is
before this body? Does the gentleman
know? ,

Mr. KEARNEY. The individual mem-
bers of the commititee would have to an-
swer for themselves. I am not sponsor-
ing the bill nor am I going to vote for it
for the reason I have heretofore given.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KEARNEY. I yield.

Mr. RANKIN. May I point out to the
gentleman from Ohio that the bill, S.
2596, was reported out, as I pointed out
a while ago, by a vote of 8 to 5. I was
one of the five who opposed the bill, and
I will oppose it now unless there are
clarifying amendments adopted.

While I am on my feet, may I say to
the gentleman from New York, that
there has been a good deal of racketeer-
ing by these private schools, and I mean
racketeering. I have here before me a
letter from the Veterans' Administration
in Jackson. One school there, the
Southern Trades School, of Greenville,
has already collected and banked $627,-
612.04 in excess of wholesale cost of

.equipment. The Magnolia Trade School

collected and banked $17,707.72 in excess
of cost of equipment.

One school at Biloxi, $1,5613; and it
goes on down. What was happening in
Mississippi was happening in these pri-
vate schools all over the country. For
that reason I opposed the Senate bill
and I shall decide what I am going to do
about supporting this substitute when
we have concluded considering the bill
under the 5-minute rule.

Mr, EEARNEY. May I again point
out to the membership, Mr. Chairman,
that what I have expressed here teday
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is not with any intention of criticizing
the motives of the gentleman from
Texas, He is honest and sincere and a
hard-working member of our committee.
I am simply opposed to the method by
which the bill was brought to the floor.
The contents of the bill is not under
discussion by myself at this time.

Mr. MAGEE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KEARNEY. I yield.

Mr. MAGEE, Does not the gentle-
man from New York feel that it is a
rather unique situation when we hear the
argument of the gentleman from Texas
that this will tighten the restrictions of
the Veterans’ Administration’s regula-
tions, instead of liberalizing them and
that yet every trade school in the United
States is supporting the Senate bill, and
I suppose, supporting this proposed leg-
islation?

Does the gentleman feel that the trade
schools would be supporting this if they
thought they would get less than they
are getting now?

Mr. KEARNEY., Well, I do not know.
I think the trade schools, or any other
schools, should know what is in the bill.
They do not know it now. We do not,
or we did not before we came on the
floor of this House. I am not qualified
to answer for any of the trade schools,
I cannot even answer for myself as far
as the contents of this bill is concerned.
I did not see the bill until this afternoon,
and certainly feel that full and public
hearings should be held on any bill cost-
ing millions of dollars.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. EEARNEY. I yield.

Mr. FLOOD. I am sure the distin-
guished gentleman heard our colleague
from Texas [Mr. TEAGUE] and I join in

_his laudatory remarks of the gentleman

from Texas. But the gentleman heard
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. TEAGUE]
tell us that he would stake not only his
reputation but his life on the fact that
this bill would not cost more than $2,-
300,000. If the gentleman from New
York [Mr. KearNeEy] will weigh his love
and affection for the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. TEacUE] against the lack of
two or three pages of hearings, which
is not unusual in this House—the Senate
sends us a bill with hearings that they
have held. That happens in the other
body and in this body frequently. The
fact that these hearings were in execu-
tive session is not unusual. All the hear-
ings before the great Committee on Ap-
propriations are held in executive ses-
sion. But does not the gentleman think
the word of the gentleman from Texas
is enough?

Mr. KEARNEY. I am certainly will-
ing to wager affection for the gen-
tleman from Texas provided it does not
cost money.

Mr, FLOOD. More than $2,300,000.

Mr. TEAGUE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KEARNEY, I yield.

Mr. TEAGUE. If it were left up to
the gentleman from Texas, and I had
the power to do so, there would have
bzen all the hearings on earth, but I
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did not have the authority to hold hear-
ings. ‘That is the reason there were not
any hearings. I have a resolution before
the Committee on Rules asking for a
complete investigation by a joint com-
mittee appointed by the Speaker, of the
whcle GI bill as far as education is con-
cerned, It is very interesting to know
that your private schools are for that

resolution, and the Veterans’ Admin-

istration is against it. I said awhile ago
why the trade schools are for it, because
today the Veterans' Administration is
holding up con’racts for 6 or 7 or 8
months, and those people are going
bankrupt. That is not an honest way to
do business.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New  York [Mr. KEAR-
NEY] has expired.

All the time of the gentlewoman from
Massachusetts has been consumed.

The gentleman from Mississippi has
10 minutes.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee, & member of the committee [Mr,
Evins].

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Chairman, I hope
that I may be able to make some con-
tribution in the consideration to this
legislation, for I know the Members of
the House are interested in getting
information.

As far as General KEARNEY's complaint
is concerned, regarding the need for ad-
ditional hearings, there are a number of
members on the committee who desired
and wished for more hearings, but it was
not possible under the circumstances to
have additional hearings.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. EVINS. I yield to the chairman
of my committee.

Mr. RANKIN. The committee had all
the hearings it wanted. We had the
Senate hearings, and the representative
of the Veterans’ Administration came
before us in executive session and gave
us the information we asked for.

Mr. EVINS. The gentleman is correct
in that rezard.

Mr. Chairman, the consideration of
this bill has been made necessary by
reason of the numerous regulations
which have been issued by the Adminis-
trator of Veterans’ Affairs affecting the
veterans' educational training program
authorized under the educational pro-
visions of the GI bill of rights. It has
also been made necessary by reason of
the much confusion that has developed
in this program and because of a num-
ber of abuses that have grown up and
developed in the course of the adminis-
tration of the veterans’ school training
program,

I want to say at the outset that I am
supperting the substitute bill offered by
my colleague and fellow member of the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. TEaGcuel. The
substitute measure which he has intro-
duced, House bill 8465, is a clean bill and
embraces a number of worth-while pro-
visions designed to improve the opera-
tion of the veterans’ educational and
training program and to set up some
standards for its operation in the interest
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of the veteran and the continuation of
worth-while and beneficial training
under the educational and training pro-
visions of the GI bill of rights.

As we all know, when the Congress
enacted the Servicemen’s Readjustment
Act of 1944, provision was made that
veterans whose education or training
had been interrupted during the war
would have an entitlement to resume
and continue training which was lost
or interrupted during their wartime
service. As indicated, in the course of
the administration of this provision,
there have naturally sprung up many
types of schools throughout the coun-
try offering veterans training and some
of them have been found fto be teach-
ing various types of courses which were
not in line with the spirit and intent
of the original bill—and which courses
of training were not designed to lead
to an occupational objective—or a course
of training of such a nature that would
help the veteran receive employment.

I want to emphasize here that I hold
no brief for so-called fly-by-night
schools—but on the other hand I do
not feel that meritorious and beneficial
and worthwhile veteran training should
be impeded or curtailed. Because of
the fact that there have been a few
exceptions to the general rule the good
should not be discarded. In this con-
nection, I should like to quote from a
statement made by the President in a
recent report on the operation of the
veterans’ trade school program wherein
the President, as have others, recognized
the value and benefit and worthwhile-
ness and contribution which the veter-
ans’ training program has made to the
ex-servicemen of the Nation. In call-
ing attention to the great good accom-
plished by the program the President
said:

The contribution which the Servicemen’s
Readjustment Act has made to the post-
war development of the Nation's most im-
portant resource—Iits young men and
women—Iis very great. It is now approxi-
mately 4 years after general demobilization,
During these 4 years an overwhelming pro-
portion of all veterans have completed their
readjustment or moved far in that direc-
tion. For the great majority of those who
have made use of education and training
provisions of the Servicemen's Readjustment

Act the law has been of real and lasting
service.

I prefer to emphasize the positive,
rather than the negative aspects of the
program. Yet, as the gentleman from

Texas has said, one of the reasons why -

this bill has been made necessary and
is before the Committee today is due
to the fact that there have been some
abuses and the Administrator of Vet-
erans’ Affairs issued during September
of last year a most far-reaching regu-
lation which adversely affected the en-
tire veterans’ training program. This
regulation—now infamous—was known
as regulation 1-A, The effective date of
the regulation was September 12, 1949,
and announcement of the regulation
was not made until September 15—3
days after it went into effect. Follow-
ing the issuance of this regulation, a
wave of protest resulted—brought about
by veterans, veterans' organizations,
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educators, and the operators of veter-
ans’ trade and training schools. By
reason of the protests the effective date
of the regulation was postponed until
November 1, 1949. The regulation would
have, in effect, accomplished the fol-
lowing results:

First. All certificates of entitlement
for a veteran to take a course of edu-
cation or training would have been can-
celed.

Second. The regulation required the
making of new applications for certifi-
cate of entitlement even though the vet-
eran was already pursuing approved
courses of training.

Third. The regulation would have re-
quired the making of application for sup-
plemental certificates when the veteran
desired to transfer to another course of
training—and the failure to file such
supplemental application would have re-
sulted in a loss of credit to the veteran
or curtailment of aid in tuition payments
and authorized subsistence allowances.

Fourth. The regulation required the
filing of affidavits and other supporting
documents showing complete justifica-.
tion to the satisfaction of the Veterans’
Administration before a course of train-
ing could be approved.

This regulation with these provisions
was most arbitrary and far reaching and
went beyond the scope of authority of
the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs.
As indicated, following the issuance of
this regulation and the protests which
resulted, the Committee on Veterans® Af-
fairs, in a closed session, called General
Gray before the committee and made
known to him the intent of the com-
mittee and of the Congress in the pas-
sage of the GI bhill and amendments
thereto. At this meeting, General Gray
admitted that the regulation had gone
too far and he promised the committee
that he would rescind the regulation
and that no more similar regulations
would be issued until he had had an
opportunity to report to the Congress.
He did rescind regulation 1-A and later
promulgated regulation 1-B as a sub-
stitute. Regulation 1-B has been in
effect for the past several months and
the number of complaints arising under
this regulation has been few and limited.
However, the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs has felt, and necessarily so, that
permanent legislation should be enacted
to set up standards by which the Admin-
istrator of Veterans’ Affairs may be
guided in the conduct and the admin-
istration of the veterans’ training pro-
gram and this bill is designed to accom~-
plish that purpose.

S. 2596—the hill for which the pres-
ent measure is substituted—passed the
Senate during the previous session of the
Congress and contains largely three gen-
eral provisions or sections.

Section 1 generally prohibits the Ad-
ministrator of Veterans’' Affairs from the
issuance of further regulations or in-
structions which are designed to deny
to any eligible veteran his right to select
a course of training which he desires
during the period of his entitlement,
with a general proviso excepting various
types of courses which are enumerated
and set out in the act which are declared
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to be avocational and recreational in
character and which types of training
do not lead to a job objective. In other
words, under title 1, the Administrator
is prohibited from issuing a regulation
which would prohibit a veteran from
taking a course of training to which he
is entitled provided that course is a
legitimate and beneficial one and such
a course as would ultimately serve to
lead to a job or occupational objective,
Under the provision, veterans are pro-
hibited from taking a course of training
of avocational or recreational character,
such as dancing, courses in horseback
riding, photography, bartending, sports,
and other types of a recreational char-
acter.

Section 2 of the bill sets up a method
of determining tuition fees or costs to
be paid to schools authorizing approved
types of veteran training. In the course
of this program, it is developed that
many schools have a customary cost of
tuition, whereas others have no set
standard of customary charges, and this
section of the bill is designed to make
uniform and to set up standards for the
various schools operating under the pro-
gram. This section provides for a Vet-
erans’ Education Appeals Board to hear
and determine disputes and complaints
arising as a result of tuition charges and
tuition payments under the program.
This section of the bill is already in the
law. It is a provision which has been
written into the independent offices ap-
propriation bill as a rider on the Veter-
ans’ Administration appropriation and
unless this legislation is enacted it will
be necessary, from year to year, to con-
tinually repeat the reenactment of this
feature of the bill, I say to you that the
proper way to proceed is to enact legis-
lation as an amendment to the GI bill
as permanent legislation rather than
continually, from year to year, repeat-
ing the enactment of the same legislation
as a rider on the appropriation bill.

Section 3 of the bill sets up new stand-
ards for the improved operation of the
trade-school program. In a recent re-
port issued by the Administrator of Vet-
erans’ Affairs on the education and train-
ing program, General Gray, together
with the former Director of the Budget,
Mr. Frank Pace, and the President, have
recommended to the Congress a set of
eight recommendations to improve the
program and to set up better standards
for its operation—in the interest of
cracking down on so-called fly-by-night
schools—putting business practices in
the operation of the program, as well as
providing Government economy.

A number of these recommendations
have been carefully studied by many of
the members of the committee, as well
as veterans themselves and proprietors
of legitimate veteran trade schools.
These proposed standards have been
enumerated to you and are set forth in
the third major portion of the bill—sec-
tion 6 of the substitute measure.

Thus, we have here a bill with three
principal sections. In summary they
are: First, to prohibit the Administrator
of Veterans’ Affairs from further arbi-
trary action which would deny the vet-
eran taking meritorious and beneficial
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courses of training except certain spe-
cific avocational and recreational
courses enumerated in the bill; second,
the section providing for the establish-
ment of a Veterans’ Education Appeals
Board to settle complaints regarding tui-
tion charges and tuition payments; and,
third, the section containing other
standards for operation of the veterans’
schools as recommended by the Adminis-
trator of Ve’zrans’ Affairs and the Presi-
dent, and approved by the proprietors of
& number of legitimate veteran trade
schools themselves,
THIS IS NOT A MONEY EILL

Contrary to the statements of many
persons and numerous reports in the
press, this is not a money bill. This bill
is designed to set up regulations and will,
in effect, bring about desirable economies
in the operation of the trade-school pro-
gram, while insuring to the veteran that
he shall continue to be entitled to take
his full legitimate and beneficial course
of training. We have heard many wild
statements as to what this bill would
cost. Instead of the bill costing huge
sums, as its opponents say, the failure
to enact this bill or a similar measure
will mean that greater costs will be in-
curred. We should enact this measure
as an amendment to the GI bill rather
than annually and continually adopting
riders on the Veterans’ Administration
appropriation bill. The correct and de-
sirable way to legislate is to amend the
basic law and not annually to write riders
on the appropriation hill. The latter
method is improper and usurps the func-
tions of the legislative committee. The
Appropriations Committee should not
usurp, or be permitted to usurp, the
functions of the regular legislative com-
mittee—the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs in this instance. As indicated, this
bill does not deal with the expenditure
of money, but only with regulations and
procedure in the conduct of veterans’
training schools.

As I have heretofore indicated, I hold
no brief for so-called fly-by-night
schools—the abuses which have been
practiced should not be condoned—but
on the other hand the Veterans’ Admin-
istrator should not be permitted unre-
stricted license to continue to issue regu-
lations which are arbitrary and unwar-
ranted and not in conformance with the
intent of the Congress—regu'ations de-
signed to deny to veterans their rightful
entitlement to pursue legitimate and ben-
eficial types of training.

I want to say that since the issuance
of the famous or infamous regulation 1-A
in September of last year that I have
talked with a great many veterans and
officials of veterans’ training schools and
none have voiced any objection to the
adoption of reasonable and proper stand-
ards for the operation of the veterans’
training school program. The majority
of the provisions and standards here pre-
scribed are already in existing law or em-
braced within the provisions of regula-
tion 1-B, now in operation. This meas-
ure would enact this regulation and ex-
isting legislative appropriation rider into
Gpmx bmnent law as an amendment to the
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As indicated, the veterans and legiti-
mate veterans' trade schools do not ob-

“ject to these minimum standards—and

the veterans and the proprietors of the
schools themselves are advocating the en-
actment of this legislation—they want
this legislation to insure that there will
be no further issuance of unwarranted
regulations -going beyond the scope of
these specifications.

To repeat, under the terms of this bill
beneficial and meritorious types of frain-
ing will be continued and I believe that
the Congress should set standards to
guide the Veterans’ Administrator,
clearly defining his authority in the ad-
ministration of the Veterans’ education
and training program.

The moneys which have been invested
by the Government in training our vet-
erans shall be returned many fold as the
effects of time and application bear fruit
in this generation and those to come.
This program has been one of the few
self-liquidating investments the Govern-
ment has been able to make for its citi-
zens. The education of our veterans is
unquestionably an investment the bene-
fits and ramifications of which will be
realized in the future, not only in terms
of money but in terms of higher stand-
ards of living, security, and greater
strength in the Nation.

Mr. Chairman, under unanimous con-
sent to revise and extend my remarks, I
include copies of two letters in connec-
tion with my remarks in support of the
pending legislation:

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
oF PRIVATE ScHOOLS,
Washington, D. C., February 7, 1950.

Subject: Members of Congress are fully

justified in voting for Senate bill 2596.
Hon. JoE L. EvINS,

Member of Congress,

Washington, D. C.

Dear ConNcrREssMAN EviNs: Congress in-
tended all veterans to have the opportunity
to recover for themselves and their families
the position which they sacrificed in entering
the armed services. The intent of Congress
was clear. It was also clear that Congress
did not intend to have that purpose varied
by administrative decree.

Many thousands of veterans are vitally
interested in obtaining jobs and employment
opportunities which will assure them a good
living. Most of these veterans are not in-
terested in so-called higher learning and
have, therefore, chosen vocational schools
in which to learn a trade or vocation and
thereby obtain the maximum of job opportu-
nity in the field of gainful employment as
provided in the GI bill.

The Veterans' Administration has been
prejudiced against private vocatlonal
schools since the beginning of this educa-
tional program and, because of the possible
abuses by 3 percent of the training institu-
tions so engaged, has attempted to malign
the entire program and cut down the bene-
fits which the veterans were promised and
are entitled to receive.

On various occasions we have constantly
sought to Improve the relationship between
the Veterans' Administration and the train-
ing institutions, but to no avail. The treat-
ment accorded American citizens by repre-
sentatives of the Veterans' Administration
has been shocking and disgraceful. The
contemptible methods used in many areas
by Veterans’ Administration representatives
are, indeed, reprehensible.

On August 24, 1949, Congress enacted Public
Law 266 following which the Veterans' Ad-
ministration, with complete disregard for the
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intent of that legislation, put into effect so-
called Instruction I-A. As a result of that
arrogance and the bitter acrimony which de-
veloped before the Senate Labor and Public
Welfare Committee, 8. 25686 was passed by
the Senate and the Veterans' Administration
was forced to withdraw Instruction I-A. In
its place, they issued Instruction I-B, Which
is administered as though Instruction I-A
had never been withdrawn. .

S. 2596 attempts to clarify and define the
relationship which should exist between the
veterans, the training institutions, and the
Veterans' Administration. It affords an
effective right of appeal from arbitrary de-
cislons with regard to customary tuition
rates and, in justified instances, gives the
training institution recourse to review by
the courts.

It would also place reasonable limitations
upon the Administrator's power to issue
arbitrary and unreasonable regulations or
administrative decrees. The attitude of
Veterans' Administration officials has been
that no one can stop them; and their con=-
tention has been upheld by recent court de-
cisions, which have made the Veterans' Ad-
ministration a haven of arrogance.

Unless Congress asserts itself and reaf-
firms its intention to train veterans as con-
gress first wanted them trained, the Veterans’
Administration will totally cripple the na-
tional program of vocational training.

This association is aware that there may
be certain shortcomings in the field of vo-
cational education and we attribute this
to the sudden expansion necessary to meet
the demands of the veterans’ training pro-
gram, The recent Veterans' Administration
report to the Senate cites approximately
250 instances of alleged abuses on the part
of various schools. We contend that these
instances are the exception and not the rule.
We further contend that the instances clted
by the Veterans' Administration are sub-
stantially all the cases they could assemble
and are cumulative over the 4-year period
in which the veterans’ training program has
been in operation. In their entirety, they
comprise less than 8 percent of all the pri-
vate trade schools engaged in the veterans’
training program.

We believe that the relations which now
prevail between the Veterans' Administra=-
tion and the private schools are in need
of improvement. We believe that the provi-
elons of 8. 2506 will meet the needs of that
situation and should eliminate a great many
of the difficulties. We sincerely recommend
favorable action when that legislation comes
up for a vote.

Sincerely yours,
JaMES P. PARKER,
Washington Counsel,

AERONAUTICAL TRAINING SOCIETY,
Washington, D. C., April 3, 1850.
Hon. JoE L. Evins,
House Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mgr. EvinNs: One of the provisions of
H. R. 7422, the Wheeler bill, which has caused
considerable concern to veterans attending
trade schools including aviation schools is
that beginning on line 14, page 13, which
states:

“For the purposes of this part a course pro-
vided by a school for tralning in a skilled or
semiskilled occupation which is customarily
learned through apprenticeships or other
training on the job shall be considered a full-
time course when a minimum of 36 hours per
week of attendance is required.”

The concern is based upon the fact that
the veteran attending a trade school to be
regarded as taking a full-time course would
be required to be in attendance at such a
school up to three times as many hours as he
would were he attending an accredited insti-
tution of higher learning, In substance H. R.
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7422 suggests that if a GI is going to study
to be an economist, business administrator,
advertising man, or any other subject in an
academic institution that 12 hours of class
work 1s enough, if that is what the institu-
tion in question establishes as a minimum,
If, however, a man is going to be a radio
technieian, a television expert, a watchmaker,
an airline pilot or mechanic and is studying
in a proprietary school, he should be required
to put at least 36 hours a week in class. Up
to now VA has considered 25 hours full time
instruction in both private trade schools and
public vocational schools including aviation
schools.

The following table gives comparisons of
the minimum hours of classroom attendance
required by VA of veterans attending varlous
types of courses in tax supported or private
(proprietary) institutions:

Present

VA mini-

mum re-
ire-

ment in [POSed.bY

hours for
full

course

Type of school

For an accredited 4-year or junior
college operating on unit of credit
plan (under theory of 2 hours of
outside work for each hour aca-
demie instruetion) . . ... _.___.. 12

For an accredited 4-year or junior
college which has trade school
offering course eredits of which
a{o transferable to State univer-
L1y SRS s e St

For an accredited 4-year or junior
eollege which has trade or voca-
tional school offering courses,
credits of which are not transfer-
able to State university or other
accredited sehools__ . _.........

For vocational and technieal high
schools or trade and industrial

Hours
None

12 None

None

schools. . AoSaT 25 None
For proprietary schools offering
courses “for training in skilled or
semiskilled occupation which is
customarily learned through ap-
prenticeships or training on the
e Lo S R O s o HE 25 36
For other types of private and
proprietary  vocational schools
operating on clock-hour basis..... 25

Nona

While the above covers the principal classi-
flcations of schools presently doing training
under the GI bill, A. L. Combes, Director of
Education and Tralning Service of VA, in-
forms me that Iin some cases based on indi-
vidual investigation of the facts, unaccred-
ited departments or schools of accredited
academic institutions are permitted to oper=-
ate under the semester credit hour basis,
1. e., whatever the institutions require but
in no case less than 12 hours of instruction
a week., Information provided by the United
States Office of Education indicates that both
accredited academic institutions and voca-
tional schools customarily offer more hours
of instruction than the VA minimums. Most
colleges and junior colleges require 15 or 18
hours of classroom attendance weekly in
academic courses.

Students in most academic institutions
are supposed to do 2 hours of outside study
for every hour of attendance and those in
technical schools are supposed to do 1 to 2
hours of outside work for every classroom
hour. Outside work for trade schools varies
widely because such a course as cobbling may
require little or no outside study, while pre-
paring for bullding electrical or textile trades
demands considerable,

It should be remembered that there is no
way VA can be sure that students devote
2 hours of outside study or any other for
every hour in class in an academic institu-
tion or any other kind unless the institu-
tion sets up a cumbersome, expensive, and
in most cases Impossible system of supervised
study. Policing extent of outside study is
impossible in most institutions. In light of
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the facts, there appears to be no sound rea-
son why VA should require a GI, who aspires
to be a mechanic or fechnician, to be in
class 36 hours a week while a boy who is
headed for a.Ph. D. or one of the professions
need only put in 12.

For this reason, it appears that because of
this and other burdensome and needless re=-
quirements, H. R. 7422 should be rejected.

Thanks for your fine leadership on matters
dealing with the veteran and his rights,

Cordially yours,
WAYNE WIESHAAR,
Secretary.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr, Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from West
Virginia [Mr., STAGGERS].

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
wish to congratulate the gentleman from
Texas on the comprehensive report to
the House concerning this bill, and wish
to thank the chairman of the commit-
tee for the time he has given me.

To me this bill just puts into law some
of the regulations of the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration that have been in effect for
a long time, Most of the schools are for
this bill for the reason that the Vet-
erans’ Administration has been arbi-
trarily interpreting some of the regula-
tions to the detriment of the schools,
holding up contracts sometimes 3, 4, 5,
6, or T months, Just 2 or 3 days ago
I received notice from a school in my
district that they had their contract
confirmed and had received their back
pay which had been held up for about 6
months, They had about decided fo
quit giving training to veterans unless
something was done about the situation.
This is one condition I know about per-
sonally.

There is a lot of dissension, too, in my
State about flight training and some-
thing will have to be done to correct this
situation. Veterans have a hard time
getting in a flight-training school at all.
One of the approval agencies has ap-
proved one student for commercial pilot
training last August. That is the infor-
mation given to me. Several have ap-
plied but no one seems to he able to
get in.

I think it is time we put into law some
of these regulations. We are all elected
by our people to come here and make
laws for the best interests of our State
and Nation. I want to accept that re-
sponsibility and not turn it over to some
agency downtown to arbitrarily assume
this power, hold up contracts, and re-
tard training for veterans.

With reference to the arguments made
by the gentleman from New York as to
the cost of the bill, I understand from
the gentleman from Texas that he re-
cently asked the Veterans’ Administra-
tion the cost of the bill and they said
$2,500,000. Am I correct about that?

Mr. TEAGUE. The VA stated that
the reason this bill would cost any money
was because it does away with the ex-
piration date. I asked them to write an
amendment which would correct that
and that will be offered.

Mr. STAGGERS. I think that clari-
fies that issue. All this absurd talk
about $2,000,000,000 has nothing to do
with this matter. He said that is the
latest information they have given to
him. The reason the Veterans’ Admin-
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istration is against this is because it
wants this power to arbitrarily do as
it pleases. I have been trying to get
things done for veterans in my district
and in my State and every time I call
on one of these bureaus down here they
give me some run-around or whitewash
on the question. I am getting tired of
them telling Congress what to do. I
do think the Members should think about
this situation somewhat. This bill is
for the veterans and it is going to help
them. Of course, it is not going to
hamper General Gray and his Admin-
istration; on the other hand, it should
prove quite helpful.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan, Igather
from the gentleman's remarks, which
are in line with my own experience, that
he has finally discovered it does not
make much difference what laws the
Congress passes, the administrators de-
termine them as they want to?

Mr. STAGGERS. I am only a fresh-
man Member of Congress, but I have run
into those circumstances several times.
I think it is high time that the Congress
assume its responsibility.

We were elected by the people to take
care of veterans as well as to make laws
for the Nation. I want to see something
done about this because I am getting
complaints all the time from veterans in
my district that they are not being prop-
erly taken care of. This bill should go
through so that they will know exactly
where they stand and so that they can

‘say to the Veterans’ Administration that
they have certain rights and privileges
granted to them by Congress.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired for general debate. The Clerk
will read the bill for amendment.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc.,, That paragraph 9 of
part VIII of Veterans Regulation No. 1 (a),
as amended, is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following: “Provided, That
the Administrator is not authorized to pro-
mulgate any regulation or instruction which
denies or is designed to deny to any eligible
person, or limit any eligible person in his
right to select such course or courses as he
may desire, during the full period of his
entitlement or any remaining part thereof, in
any approved educational or training insti-
tution or institutions, whether such courses
are full time, part time, or correspondence
courses: Provided further— 3

“A, That the Administrator shall disap-
prove a course in any institution which has
been in operation for a period of less than
1 year immediately prior to the date of
enrollment in such course unless such en-
rollment was prior to August 24, 1949, but
this shall not require or permit the dis-
approval of any course in (a) any public
school or other tax-supported school, or (b)
any branch within the same county or within
a radius of 25 miles of a parent institution
which parent institution has been in opera-
tion for a period of more than 1 year, or any
course given by an institution which has
been in operation for a period of more than
1 year which does not completely depart
from the whole character of the instruction
previously given by such institution. Upon
the certification of any State approval agency
that a new institution is essential to meet
the requirements of veterans in such State,
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the Administrator in his discretion may ap-
prove such an institution notwithstanding
the provisions of this paragraph;

“B. That in accordance with the provisions
of paragraph 38 (a) of this part, the Admin-
istrator may, for reasons satisfactory to him,
disapprove a change of course of instruc-
tion and may discontinue any course of edu-
cation or training if he finds that according
to the regularly prescribed standards of the
institution the conduct or progress of such
person is unsatisfactory;

“C. That the Administrator may require
consultation by the veteran in case he has
discontinued any course of education or
training before completing the same, or in
any case in which the veteran after com-
pleting a course of education or training de-
cides to take another course in an entirely
different general field, but after such con-
sultation the Administrator shall have no
right to refuse approval to a different course
or an additional course in the same or any
other field, except as limited by paragraph
D below;

“D, That the Administrator shall refuse
approval to any course elected or commenced
by a veteran on or subsequent to July 1, 1948,
which is avocational or recreational in
character., The following courses shall be
presumed to be avocational or recreational
in character: Dancing courses; photography
courses; glider courses; bartending courses;
personality-development courses; entertain-
ment courses; music courses—Instrumental
and vocal; public-speaking courses; and
courses in sports and athletics such as horse-
back riding, swimming, fishing, skiing, golf,
baseball, tennis, bowling and sports offici-
ating (except applied music, physical educa-
tion, or public-speaking courses which are
offered by institutions of higher learning for
credit as an integral part of a course leading
to an educational objective); but no such
course shall be considered to be avocational
or recreational in character if the veteran
submits complete justification that such
course will contribute to bona fide use in the
veteran’s present or contemplated business
or occupation; and the Administrator may
find any other course to be avocational or
recreational in character, but no such other
course shall be considered avocational or
recreational in character when a certificate
in the form of an affidavit supported by cor=-
roborating affidavits by two competent dis-
interested persons has been furnished by a
physically qualified veteran stating that such
education or training will be useful to him in
connection with earning a livelihood. Not-
withstanding the foregoing provisions of this
paragraph, education, or training for the
purpose of teaching a veteran to fly or related
aviation courses in connection with his pres-
ent or contemplated business or occcupation
shall not, in the absence of substantial evi-
dence to the contrary, be considered avo-
cational or recreational when a certificate in
the form of an affidavit supported by cor-
roborating affidavits by two competent dis-
interested persons, has been furnished by a
physically qualified veteran stating that
such education or training will be useful to
him in connection with earning a livelihood.”

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 3, line 14, strike out “or any other”
and insert: “general.”

The committee amendment was agreed

Mr. TEAGUE. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. TEAGUE: Strike
out all after the enacting clause of the bill
S. 2596 and insert “That paragraph 9 of part
VIII of Veterans Regulation No. 1 (a). as
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amended, 15 amended by adding at the end
thereof the following: ‘Provided, That, except
as provided in the amendment, no regulation
or other purported construction of title II,
as amended, shall be deemed consistent
therewlith which denies or is designed to deny
any eligible person, or limit any eligible per-
son in his right to select such course or
courses as he may desire, during the full
period of his entitlement or any remaining
part thereof, in any approved educational or
training institution or institutions, whether
such courses are full time, part time, or cor-
respondence courses: Provided further—

“‘A., That the Administrator shall disap-
prove a course in any institution which has
been in operation for a period of less than
1 year immediately prior to the date of enroll-
ment in such course unless such enrollment
was prior to August 24, 1949, but this shall
not require or permit the disapproval of any
course in any public school or other tax-
supported schoaol;

“'B. That in accordance with the provisions
of paragraph 3 (a) of this part, the Adminis-
trator may, for reasons satisfactory to him,
disapprove a change of course of instruction
and may discontinue any course of education
or training if he finds that according to the
regularly prescribed standards of the institu-
tion the conduct or progress of such person
is unsatisfactory;

“‘C. That if any eligible veteran, who has
completed or discontinued (for any reason
other than unsatisfactory conduct or prog-
ress) a course of education or training, ap-
plies for-an additional course in the same
or other field of education or training, the
Administrator may deny initiation of such
course only if he finds (1) that it is precluded
by the first proviso, paragraph 1 of said title
II, as amended, or (2) that it is not in the
same general field as his original educational
or occupational objective, or (3) that it is
precluded by limitation of paragraph “D"
below;

“‘D. That the Administrator shall refuse
approval to any course elected or commenced
by a veteran on or subsequent to July 1, 1948,
which is avocational or recreational in char-
acter. The following courses shall be pre-
sumed to be avocational or recreational in
character: Dancing courses, photography
courses; glider courses; bartending courses;
personality-development courses; entertain-
ment courses: music courses—instrumental
and vocal; public-speaking courses; and
courses in sports and athletics such as horse-
back riding, swimming, fishing, skiing, golf,
baseball, tennis, bowling, and sports officiat-
ing (except applied music, physical educa-
tion, or public-speaking courses which are
offered by institutions of higher learning for
credit as an integral part of a course leading
to an educational objective); but no such
course shall be considered to be avocational
or recreational in character if the veteran
submits complete justification that such
course will contribute to bona fide use in
the veteran’s present or contemplated busi-
ness or occupation; and the Administrator
may find any other course to be avocational
or recreational in character, but no such
other course shall be considered avocational
or recreational in character when a certificate
in the form of an affidavit supported by
corroborating affidavits by two competent
disinterested persons has been furnished by
a physically qualified veteran stating that

~ such education or training will be useful to

him in connection with earning a livelihood.
Notwithstanding the foregoing provisions of
this paragraph, education or training for the
purpose of teaching a veteran to fly or re-
lated aviation courses in connection with
his present or contemplated business or oc-
cupation shall not, in the absence of sub-
stantial evidence to the contrary, be con=-
sidered avocational or recreation when &
certificate In the form of an affidavit sup=
ported by corroborating affidavits by two
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competent disinterested persons, has been
furnished by a physically qualified veteran
stating that such education or training will
be useful to him in connection with earning
& livelihood.’

“Sec. 2. Paragraph 11 of part VIII of Vet-
erans Regulation No. 1 (a), as amended, is
amended by adding at the end thereof a new
subparagraph (d) as follows:

“!(d) As used in this part, the term “cus-
tomary cost of tuition" or “customary
charges” or “customary tuition charges”
shall mean that charge which an educational
or training institution requires a nonvet-
eran enrollee similarly circumstanced to pay
as and for tuition for a course, except that
the institution (other than a nonprofit insti-
tution of higher learning) is not regarded as
having a “customary cost of tuition™ for
the course or courses in question in the fol-
lowing circumstances:

“*(A) Where the majority of the enroll=-
ment of the educational and training insti-
tution in the course in question consists of
veterans in training under Public Laws 16
and 346, Seventy-eighth Congress, as
amended; and

“‘(B) One of the following conditions

evalls:

“*l. The institution has been established
subsequent to June 22, 1944. -

“*3. The Institution, although established
prior to June 22, 1944, has not been in con-
tinuous operation since that date.

‘3. The institution, although established
prior to June 22, 1944, has subsequently in-
creased its total tuition charges .for the
course to all students more than 25 percent.

“ ‘4, The course (or a course of substan-
tially the same length and character) was
not provided for nonveteran students by the
institution prior to June 22, 1944.

“‘For any course of education or training
for which the educational or training insti-
tution involved has no customary cost of
tuition, a fair and reasonable rate of pay-
ment for tuition, fees, or other charges for
such course shall be determined by the ad-
ministrator. In any case in which one or
more contracts providing a rate or rates of
tuition have been executed for two succes-
sive years, the rate established by the most
recent contract shall be considered to be the
customary cost of tuition notwithstanding
the definition of “customary cost of tuition”
as hereinbefore set forth. For the purpose
of the preceding sentence “contract” shall
include contracts under Public Law 16 (78th
Cong., Mar. 24, 1943), Public Law 346 (78th
Cong., June 22, 1944), and any other agree-
ment in writing on the basis of which tuition
payments have been made from the Treasury
of the United States. If the Administrator
finds that any institution has no customary
cost of tultion he shall forthwith fix and pay
or cause to be paid a fair and reasonable
rate of payment for tuition, fees, and other
charges for the courses offered by such in-
stitution. Any educational or training in-
-stitution which is dissatisfied with a deter-
mination of a rate of payment for tuition,
fees, or other charges under the foregoing
provisions of this paragraph, or with any
other action of the Administrator under the

amendments made by the Veterans’ Educa-_

tion and Training Amendments of 1949, shall
be entitled, upon application therefor, to a
review of such determination or action (in-
cluding the determination with respect to
whether there is a customary cost of tuition)
by a board to be known as the “Veterans' Ed-
ucation Appeals Board" consisting of three
members, appointed by the President,
Members of the Board shall receive, out of
appropriations available for administrative
expenses of the Veterans' Administration,
compensation at tiie rate of 50 for each day
actually spent by them in the work of the
Board, together with necessary travel and
subsistence expenses. The Administrator
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of Veterans' Affairs shall provide for the
Board such stenographic, clerieal, and other
assistance and such facilities and services as
may be necessary for the discharge of its
functions. BSuch Board shall be subject, in
respect to hearings, appeals, and ail other
actions and qualifications, to the provisions
of sections 5 to 11, inclusive, of the Admin-
istrative Procedure Act, approved June 11,
1946, as amended. The decision of such
Board with respect to all matters shall con-
stitute the final administrative determina-
tion. In no event shall the Board fix a rate of
payment in excess of the maximum amount
allowable under the Servicemen's Readjust-
ment Act, as amended.

“*Any institution having a “customary
cost of tuition” established under this part
may revise and improve an existing course
(or establish a new related course) of sub-
stantially the same length and character
subject to the same customary cost of tui-
tion: Provided, That nothing in the fore-
going amendments shall be construed to af-
fect adversely any legal rights which have
accrued prior to the date of enactment of the
Veterans’ Education and Training Amend-
ments of 1949, or to affect payments to edu-
cational or training institutions under con=
tracts in effect on such date: Provided fur-
ther, That the Veterans’ Administration
shall continue to make further payments to
a school at such amount as the Adminis-
trator considers to be “fair and reasonable”
during negotiations for a contract, and, dur-
ing the pendency of any appeal which the
school may make."

“Sec. 4. Paragraph 5 of part VIII of Vet-
erans Regulation No. 1 (a), as amended,
is further amended by inserting before
the period at the end thereof a colon
and the following: ‘And.provided further,
That for the purpose of applying the govern-
ing statutes and applicable regulations of the
Veterans’ Administration respecting the pay-
ment of tuition and other charges, in the
case of nonprofit institutions, any institution
shall be regarded as a nonprofit institution it
it is exempt from taxation under paragraph
(6), section 101, of the Internal Revenue
Code, whether it was certified as such by the
Bureau of Internal Revenue before or subse-
quent to June 22, 1944.

“Sec. 5. The third sentence of section 3 of
Public Law No. 16, Beventy-eighth Con-
gress, as amended, is hereby amended by
adding before the period at the end thereof
& comma and the following: ‘(4) rendering
necessary services in ascertaining the qualifi-
cations of proprietary institutions for fur-
nishing education and training under the
provisions of part VIII of such regulation and
in the supervision of such institutions.’

“Sec. 6. That paragraph 11 of part VIII,
Veterans Regulation No. 1 (a), as amended,
is hereby amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subparagraph.

" ‘(e) 1. Any school operated for profit in
order to secure or retain approval to train
veterans which, during any period, has fewer
than 25 students, or one-fourth of the stu-
dents enrolled (whichever is larger), paying
their own tuition, in addition to meeting all
requirements of existing law, will be re-
quired to submit to the appropriate State
approving agency a written application set-
ting forth the course or courses of training,
The written application covering each course
must include the following:

“‘a. Title of the course and specific de-
scription of the objective for which given.

“'b. Length of course.

“‘c. A detalled curriculum showing sub-
Jects taught, type of work or skills to be
learned, and approximate length of time to
be spent on each.

“‘d. A showing of educational and experi-
ence qualifications of the instructors. :

“‘e. A description of space, facilitles, and
equipment used for the course.
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*‘f. A statement of the maximum number
of students proposed to be trained in the
course at one time.

“*‘g. A statement of the educational pre-
requisite for such a course.

%2, The appropriate approving agency of
the State or the Administrator may approve
the application of such school when the
school is found upon investigation to have
met the following criteria:

“‘a. The curriculum and instruction are
consistent in quality, content, and length
with similar courses in the public schools or
other private schools with recognized and ac-
cepted standards.

“‘b. There is in the school adequate space,
equipment, instructional material, and in-
structor personnel to provide satisfactory
training. When' approval is given, it shall
state the maximum number authorized to
be trained in eacl: course.

“‘c. Educational and experience qualifica-
tions of the instruetor are adequate as deter-
mined by the State approval agency. ;

“'d. The salaries of teacher and admin-
istrative personnel are comparable to the pre=
vailing salary rates of teachers and admine
trative personnel in similar schools located in
the same area.

“‘e. Adequate records are kept to show
attendance, progress, and conduct, with pe-
riodic report to be provided to the Veterans'
Administration; there are clearly stated and
enforced standards of attendance, progress,
and conduct.

“‘f. Appropriate credit Is given for pre-
vious training or experience, with tralning
period shortened proportionately. No course
of training will be considered bona fide if
given to a veteran who is already qualified by
training and experience for the course ob-
Jective.

“'g. A copy of curriculum as approved is
provided to the veteran and the Veterans'
Administration by the school.

*‘h. Upon completion of the training, the
veteran is given a certificate by the school
indicating the approved course, title, and
length, and that the training was completed
satisfactorily.

" ‘3. No new course, or additions to the ca-
pacity of existing course, in any school op-
erated for profit, shall be approved if the
State approving agency shall determine that
the occupation for which the course is in-
tended to provide training is crowded in the
State and locality where the training is to
be given and that existing training facilities
are adequate.

* ‘4, The Veterans’ Administration is not
authorized to award benefits under this part
if it is found by the appropriate State ap-
proving agency that the course offered by a
school operated for profit fails to meet the
ap)pllcable requirements of this subparagraph

e).

“SEc. 7. Paragraph 6 of part VIII of Vet-
erans Regulation No. 1 (a), as amended, is
hereby amended to insert ‘(a)’ immediately
after ‘6, and adding the following new
subparagraph:

**‘(b) For the purpose of this part, a trade
or technical course, offered on a clock-hour
basls below the college level, involving shop
practice as an integral part thereof, shall be
considered a full-time course when a mini-
mum of 30 hours per week of attendance is
required with not more than 30 minutes of
rest period per day allowed. A course offered
on a clock-hour basis below the college level
in which theoretical or class-room instruc-
tion predominates shall be considered a full-
time course when a minimum of 25 hours
per week net of instruction is required.’

"“Sec. 8. Paragraph 5 of part VIII, Veter-
ans Regulation No. 1 (a), as amended, is
hereby amended by inserting ‘(a)’ immedi-
ately after '5’, and adding a new subpara-
graph (b) as follows:

“*(b) In any case where it is found that
an overpayment to a veteran of subsistence
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allowance (which overpayment has not been
recovered or waived) is proved in a hearing
before the Committee on Walvers of the ap-
propriate Veterans' Administration regional
office to be the result of willful or negligent
failure of the school to report, as required by
applicable regulation or contract, to the Vet-
erans’ Administration unauthorized or ex-
cessive absences from a course, or discon-
tinuance or interruption of a course by the
veteran, the amount of such overpayment
shall, at the discretion of the Administrator,
constitute a liability of the school for such
failure to report, and may be recovered by
an off-set from amounts otherwise due the
school or in other appropriat~ action, pro-
vided that any amount so collected shall be
reimbursed if the overpayment is received
from the veteran. This amendment shall be
construed as applying only to matters arising
after the effective date of this amendment,
and shall not preclude the imposition of any
civil or criminal action under any other
statute.’

“Sec. 9. This act shall be effective the date
of approval except as-hereinafter provided:
Provided, That section 7 shall be effective
the first day of the third calendar month
following the date of approval of this act:
Provided further, That the provisions of sec-
tion 5 shall be applied at the earliest prac-
ticable time In accordance with regulations
issued by the Administrator.

“Sec. 10. The matter beginning with the
first proviso in the item ‘Readjustment bene-
fits’ under tha caption ‘Veterans’ Adminis-
tration’ in the Independent Offices Appro-
priation Act, 1950, approved August 24, 1949,
is hereby repealed, effective August 24, 1949.

“Sec. 11, This act may be cited as the
‘Veterans' Education and Training Amend-
ments of 1649."

Mr. TEAGUE (interrupting the read-
ing of the amendment). Mr. Chairman,
I ask unanimous consent that the fur-
ther reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with and that it be open for
amendment at any point thereof,

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I think
the amendment ought to be read very
carefully because even the average mem-
ber of the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs has never seen it. Consequentiy,
Mr., Chairman, I object.

The Clerk concluded the rcading of
the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman
from Texas is recognized in support of
the amendment.

Mr. TEAGUE. Mr, Chairman, I would
like to take this time to yield to Mem-
bers who have questions to ask.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. TEAGUE. I yield.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I would like to
have the gentleman answer this ques-
tion. If I understand it, there was some
racketeering in certain trade schools.
The Veterans' Administration some time
ago issued a ruling to curb this racketeer-
ing and to protect the veterans as well as
the Government from this racketeering
in those trade schools; and in the is-
suance of this rule it went so far that it
interfered with the legitimate rights of
legitimate trade schools and thereby in-
jured the veterans in the school that had
signed up to conduct that legitimate
trade school. The substitute amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Teacve]l will simply correct that,
but will still protect the veteran from
the racketeering trade school and pro-
tect the Government from the racketeer-
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ing trade school, and will secure admin-
istration for the legitimate school. Is
that correct?

Mr. TEAGUE. The Veterans’ Admin-
istration admitted that they went too
far in regulation 1 (a). They issued
1 (b), and practically everything that is
in 1 (b) is in this bill. This bill does not
in any way liberalize the GI bill. The
same curbs that the Commitiee on Ap-
propriations has put on fly-by-night

schools are in this bill, making them per- -

manent law instead of legislation on an
appropriation bill, or instead of a regu-
lation by the Veterans' Administration.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. As I understand
the gentleman’s bill, then, it is for the
benefit of the veteran, for the benefit of
the Veterans’ Administration, for the
protection of the Government, and the
protection of the veteran.

Mr. TEAGUE. The gentleman is cor-
rect,

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. And also to pro-
tect the good, legitimate trade schools
that have been put on the approved list
by the proper authorities in the various
States?

Mr, TEAGUE. That is correct.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. One further
question. I understand that an amend-
ment will be offered to the substitute
amendment which has already been of-
fered, and when that amendment is
adopted it will guarantee that the addi-
tional cost to the Government will not
exceed $2,300,000.

Mr. TEAGUE. I certainly will support
that amendment.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TEAGUE. I yield.

Mr, PHILLIPS of California. The
only change in the printed bill is the
elimination of section 3, beginning on
page 8, and changing “1950” on page 14,
and renumbering of the printed bill.

Mr, TEAGUE, That is correct.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. I have
several questions in which I would like to
suggest there are other changes, but I
will do it on my own time and not take
up the gentleman’s time.

However, I would like to ask this one
question. Is it not a fact that on page
6, beginning with line 19, and on down,
are we not for the first time creating an
appeals board outside of the agency, for
something which occurs in the agency.
Therefore, is that not a matter of policy
which perhaps should have more con-
sideration than we have given this after-
noon. I do not want to take the gentle-
man’s time for I should take my own time
to discuss that.

Mr. TEAGUE. The appropriation bill
No. 266 provides a Veterans' Appeals
Board appointed by the Administrator.
This bill makes the same Board except
that it is appointed by the President of
the United States, with the belief that
the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs
should not be judge and prosecutor at
the same time.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. TEAGUE. I yield.

Mr, DONDERO. Does the gentle-
man’s substitute bill fix a definite date
for the termination of this program?
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Mr. TEAGUE. I may say that it does
not change the existing law which states
that a man must be in training on July
1, 1951, and out by 1956, the very bill you
people wrote 6 years ago. This bill does
not change this in any way, form, or
fashion.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TEAGUE. I yield.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Do we under-
stand that you yourself are going to offer
an amendment to substitute the pro-
visions of this bill to provide that the
cost shall not exceed $2,000,000, or sub-
stantially that amount?

Mr. TEAGUE. I would be very happy
to offer the amendment. I do not have
it prepared, but I would offer it and
support it.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I think the
committee ought to understand this
point definitely. I had understood that
the gentleman was fostering such an
amendment and would offer it.

Mr. TEAGUE. I have not drawn it,
but I would be willing to.

- Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. TEAGUE. 1 yield.

Mr. MICHENER. Some of us are
much concerned about what this will
cost. Here is a situation where some
members of the committee say this bill
will cost $2,000,000,000 plus; other mem-
bers of the committee, including the
gentleman from Texas, say the bill will
cost $2,000,000 plus; our distinguished
friend, the gentleman from Texas, who
now occupies the floor, as I understood
would stake his reputation and his life
on the fact that the cost would not ex-
ceed $2,000,000.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has expired.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr,
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman may proceed for five ad-
ditional minutes,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. MICHENER. The gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Teacue] is a valuable
Member here, and we all like him. We
who have been here longer would not
stake our life on a proposition like that.
If this bill as written ean be adminis-
tered for $2,000,000 it is the cheapest
piece of legislation ever to come from
the Veterans' Committee. I do not want
the gentleman from Texas to find him-
self asking for execution.

I do want to condemn the committee
for bringing in a bill under these circum-
stances. I want to go along. I like
these regulations. You have practically
put into writing, with improvements,
what they have been doing down there.
It is a good thing. But in these days of
economy, personally, I doubt the wis-
dom of turning over to the Bureau un-
limited authority without having more
information about cost.

Mr. TEAGUE. I may say to the for-
mer chairman of the Committee on the
Judiciary that if he will help me write
this amendment that will limit the cost
to $2,000,000 I will introduce it and sup-
port it.
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Mr. MICHENER. I have written
some of them, but the gentleman is very
capable, and I am sure he can do a bet-
ter job than can the gentleman from
Michigan.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. TEAGUE. I yield.

Mr. RANKIN. As was explained in
the beginning, this Senate bill was re-
ported out of the committee by a vote
of 8tob

Mr. TEAGUE. We are not talking
about the Senate bill now, but about the
amendment.

Mr. RANKIN. I understood that the
bill the gentleman from Texas is offer-
ing as an amendment is entirely differ-
ent.

Mr. TEAGUE. The gentleman is cor-
rect.

Mr. FLOOD., Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. TEAGUE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr, FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, T am ad-

vised that the gentleman from Texas is
at heart a poet. I think we recognize
poetic license when we see it with ref-
erence to any rigid figure in this or any
other bill. I just talked on the tele-
phone to a Mr, Stirling, Dr. Stirling,
at the Veterans’ Administration. He is
the high muckety-muck down at VA with
reference to this kind of legislation.
Further, the distinguished gentleman
from New York [Mr. KearNeY] raised
this question of $2,000,000,000 versus
$2,000,000. Even as a member of the
Committee on Appropriations I could
recognize that discrepancy.

Dr. Stirling has assured me, and I told
him I was going on down to assure the
gentleman, that the Veterans’ Admin-
istration, including Dr. Stirling, no
longer is concerned with the figure of
$2,000,000,000 with reference to this act.
They recognize that that is no longer
in issue. Their minds are at ease, I
have permission to assure you there is
only the question of the $2,000,000,000
with reference to a terminal date. The
Veterans’ Administration is satisfied. I
cannot take his name in vain, but in a
conversation in the last few minutes with
the gentleman from New York, I believe
he understands the situation as well,
that the $2,000,000,000 is no longer before
this committee with reference to this
piece of legislation. There is only the
figure of $2,300,000 which I think we will
permit a judicial amount of elasticity
with insofar as the long career of the
gentleman from Texas in this House is
concerned.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TEAGUE, I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. May 1
ask the gentleman from Pennsylvania a
question? Did Mr. Stirling also say that
the Veterans’ Administration would feel
that the substitution of the paragraph
in H. R. 7380 for the paragraph on page
13 would be a preferable paragraph tech-
nically and would also save $200,000,000?

Mr. TEAGUE. Which paragraph on
page 13?
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Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Begin-
ning with line 3, subparagraph (b). Ap-
parently it is a paragraph which I have
not been able to look up in H. R. 7830.
He may understand what that is.

Mr. FLOOD. My answer to the first
question is “no,” Dr. Stirling did not so
state. Although I mentioned that point
to him, I indicated that the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. TeacuE] had explained
in his original statement on the bill that
problem which concerns the gentleman
from California and he satisfied me be-
cause I was likewise concerned about it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has expired.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California, Mr,
Chairman, I move to strike out the requi-
site number of words and I yield to the
gentleman from Texas.

Mr. TEAGUE. The point brought out
by the gentleman from California is a
very important one. The President in
his message on February 13 recommend-
ed that all VA schools giving trade or
technical courses be on a 36-hour basis.
There is no doubt that would save a lot
of money because it would drive practi-
cally all of your schools out of business.
For example, in Louisiana all schools are
based on 25 hours. In a conference be-
tween a representative of the Private
Trade School Association and the Private
Trade School Federation they said they
did not like this language either. They
say this language goes too far but it is a
compromise with which they said they
could live without destroying the schools.
Does that answer the question?

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Yes, I
understand the intent of the section.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. I yield
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. KEATING. Was that the sec-
tion, the section now numbered 6, which
the gentleman from Texas said was the
only one that in his judgment would cost
any money? That is the section which
in the opinion of the gentleman from
Texas is the only one which he thinks
will increase the expense?

Mr. TEAGUE. No, that would not in-
crease the expenses.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Mr,
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for three additonal minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. TEAGUE. On page 9, line 15
through 22, there is the section that the
VA said will cost $2,300,000.

Mr. KEATING. That in the opinion
of the gentleman from Texas is the only
section which will result in additional
cost by the enactment of this bill?

Mr. TEAGUE. That is correct.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. If the
gentleman from Texas will permit me to
make a preliminary statement, then I
have other questions. I want to say, Mr.
Chairman, that it wil be clear to the
House the difficulties in which this bill
is placing a good many of us. I am a
veterans; my father was a veteran of the
War Between the States; and five mem-
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bers of my immediate family are vet-
erans of World War II. Obviously my
record has been one of support and
friendship for all of the needs of the vet-
erans and the benefits which we extend
to them and which will not react even-
tually against the veteran.

Before the Subcommitfee on Inde-
pendent Offices, it was testified, regard-
ing the probable cost of the original
bill—and I think we should all under-
stand, as the gentleman from Texas has
said, that no one here thinks that the
present bill, which will be referred to as
the Teague bill, H. R. 8465, will cost any-
thing like $2,000,000,000 or more. There
was testimony that it would cost some
money, and we would like to know how
much, and also we would like to know
some of the details of the expansion of
the right to take courses. Only about
19 percent of the veterans are finishing
the courses they take. The subcommit-
tee on which I serve does not think that
that is good for the veteran, just as we
think that anything we can do to per-
mit the veteran to get an education is
what we should do. I supported the lib-
eralization of the GI bill from the begin-
ning. I felt that veterans should be per-
mitted to take flight courses, because I
wish everybody in the United States
would become air-minded as some for-
eign countries have made their people
air-minded. Yet, there was definite evi-
dence that as soon as the 52-20 Club, as
it was familiarly known, ceased, there
was an immediate increase in the num-
ber of students who entered the voca-
tional training courses.

The gentleman from Texas and I both
are working toward the same objective,
and that is to give education to the vet-
erans where it will do some good. It has
been testified that the cost involved in
the right of the veterans to courses they
may or may not take could go as high
as thirty or forty or fifty or sixty billion
dollars. That is a total figure. I am
convinced we should, in some way, make
it clear that we want the veterans to take
courses, but that we do not want to lib-
eralize the GI bill in the sense that a
vocational course is to be used as a sub-
stitute for unemployment compensation.

Now, taking H. R. 8465, the paragraph
at the beginning of page 2. Like all of
you, I am trying to read it very hastily
and come to some conclusion as to what
it means, beginning with paragraph C.
It seems to me to prevent the closing
date for vocational courses and it seems
to me that we have that now. Why is it
necessary in this bill? »

Mr. TEAGUE. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, this is writing it
into -permanent law, and today that is
part of your appropriation amendment.
This says that a man may change courses
in the same general field. That was to
keep men from, as the gentleman says,
using vocational training for unemploy-
ment insurance, or taking first a barber-
ing course, then a tailoring course, and
then a cooking course.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. If they
want to do that now, they can. The only
restriction we have placed upon them is
that they must go to a vocational ad-



1950

viser under the VA and explain they
want it changed, but that they cannot
change from barbering to meat cutting
or flight training because they do not like
the course, The record shows that one
out of five of the veterans finish a course
that they have started since the GI bill
went into effect, and that is not good for
the veteran’s morale nor his character.

Now turn to page 6, please, and tell me
why, beginning with line 9 and going
down to line 15, it does not freeze in a
necessity of having these contracts at
the higher cost, even though they have
been renegotiated by the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration satisfactorily to the school
and the Veterans’ Administration; why
that would not require us to continue to
pay out at the higher previous rate.

Mr. TEAGUE. The Subcommittee on
Appropriations set up a Veterans’ Ap-
peals Board. If you were running a
school and you had two contracts with
the Veterans’ Administration, the last
.contract that you had would be consid-
ered the customary cost. If the Veter-
ans’ Administration came along and said
it should be reduced, you either have to
take the ~eduction or take it to the Ap-
peals Board, and the Appeals Board
;Lould decide what your contract should
Mr. PHILLIPS of California. AsIun-
derstand it, even though they were satis-
fied with the cost, they would have to re-
turn to the preceding higher cost.

Mr. TEAGUE. It would be the cus-
tomary cost at that time. If the Vet-
erans' Administration disagrees, it goes
to the Veterans’ Appeal Board.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Turn to
page 11, line 18, where reference is made
to similar schools. In my opinion the
word should be publie, because we are
apparently paying an average of about
twice the average public school teacher's
salary. Would it not be better for the
veteran if that word were “publie” in-
stead of “similar”? I am asking that not
because I have any strong feeling but
just to find out if it would not be better
for the veteran.

Mr. TEAGUE. I cannot agree with
the gentleman that you should base the
salaries of private school teachers on
those of public school teachers. For
example, it costs much more to go to a
private school than it does to go to a pub-
lic school. That would certainly be un-
fair to the private schools, as far as I
am concerned.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Let me
ask one more question. This has been a
very hurried résumé of the bill by me.

On page 14, line 22, the date August
24, 1949, is stricken out, and with the
passage of this act other wording will be
substituted. I would read that to wipe
out the restrictions placed in the ap-
propriation bill; is that right?

Mr. TEAGUE. That is right.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Is the
gentleman sure that he has included in
the hill the same desires of the Appro-
priations Committee?

Mr. TEAGUE. I have read side by
side the words of the Appropriations
Committee and these words, It is in
this bill.
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Mr, PHILLIPS of California. My own
feeling regarding the bill is that the in-
tent of the bill is excellent, but it is very
difficult for us to understand it on such
short notice.

Mr, FLOOD. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, PHILLIPS of California, I yield
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. FLOOD. My position is pretty
much the same as that of the gentleman
from California and the Appropriations
Committee as well, but I have resolved
this thing since this matter started at 12
o'clock pretty clearly, and I am very
much in favor of it now. I refer the gen-
tleman to page 12, paragraph 3, as an
additional argument now existing in the
bill having to do with this question of
new courses, I think that language is
very strong, I do not know who wrote it
or Low it got there, but that satisfies one
problem that concerns me:

No new course, or additions to the capacity
of existing course, in any school operated for
profit, shall be approved if the State ap-
proving agency shall determine that the oc-
cupation for which the course is intended to
provide training is crowded in the State and
locality where the training is to be given
and that existing tralning facilities are ade-
quate,

I think that is a salutary provision.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. I thank
the gentleman. Certainly there is no
Member of the House whom we would be
more willing to follow in any matter of
this kind than the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. TEAGUE].

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Chairman, 1 offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. EviNs to the
amendment offered by Mr. TEAGUE: On page
2, line 11, after the semicolon, add the fol-
lowing language: “Provided, That upon the
certification of any State approval agency
that a new or existing institution is es-
sential to meet the requirements of vet-
erans in such State, the Administrator in
his discretion may approve such an institu-
tion, notwithstanding the provisions of this
paragraph.”

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Chairman, this lan-
guage is included in S. 2596, and gives
the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs
the discretion to approve a new school
where it is certified by the State as
needed and necessary. This language
will take care of existing schools pres-
ently in operation that have already
been approved and are accredited and
are living up to high standards.

It was my understanding that lan-
guage was to be incjuded in the substi-
tute bill.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EVINS. I yield.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Under the
terms of the gentleman’s amendment
which is to be inserted following the
word “school” in line 11, page 2 of the
substitute, a school which had been cer-
tified would be entitled to be considered
notwithstanding the fact that the cer-
tification had not been for a year prior
to August 24, 1949?
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Mr. EVINS. That is correct. That
is if the school comes up to accredited
standards.

Mr. FORD. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. EVINS. 1 yield.

Mr, FORD. This particular amend-
ment hits at the problem which all of
us have been trying to solve where we
found certain discriminations against
schools for one reason or another, which
could not qualify under the legislation
which was approved a year or so ago.
It does not say that any fly-by-night
school can be approved. The Adminis-
trator can still disapprove such applica-
tions. It simply says that in a meri-
torious case the State agency can certify
the school as being meritorious and it
then leaves the final discretion in the
Administrator of the Veterans’ Admin-
istration.

Mr, SUTTON. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. EVINS, I yield.

Mr. SUTTON. The gentleman’s
amendment also will take the monopoly
gw;?iy from those who are already in the

eld,

Mr. EVINS. That is correct, and it
keeps from freezing this in the hands of
existing schools in the event there is a
meritorious school which comes up to
the standards.

Mr, WHITTINGTON. Or the stand-
ards as they existed on August 24, 1949,

Mr. EVINS, That is right. I think
it ought to be made clear in the REcoRrb.
I believe the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Froop] is also interested in
this amendment.

Mr. FLOOD. I might say that I had
proposed to introduce this amendment,
but was glad to yield to the gentleman
from Tennessee, who is of course a mem-
ber of the committee,

Mr. EVINS. I thank the gentleman.

I yield to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. TeEacueEl, who, I understand, will
offer no objection to this amendment al-
though he did not originally write this
language in his substitute bill.

Mr. TEAGUE. Mr. Chairman, in
fairness to the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr., WuEELER] who is not present, I
must state that the gentleman from
Georgia would not agree to this amend-
ment and it was taken out as a compro-
mise. It was put in originally to take
care of those schools that had been
done an injustice last year when that
provision was made retroactive. In
other words, if the school had operated
9 months, and spent a great deal of
money, when we passed 266, it was sud-
denly cut out. I certainly am not in
favor of establishing new schools or
opening the door, but I do think if we
can take care of those schools that have
been done an injustice, that should be
done.

Mr. EVINS. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EVINS. I yield.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Does
this still leave the decision up to the
1\;nete;'a.ns' Administrator, or is it manda-
ory
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Mr, EVINS. No, it leaves the discre-
tionary power with the Administrator.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. May I
address this question to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. TeAcUE]; is it not a
fact that this would in effect add to the
cost and add schools which otherwise
would not get on the list? Is it not a
fact it would add to the cost of the bill?

Mr. EVINS. It takes care of existing
schools and those that may be certified
by the State agencies as necessary. It
does not freeze things and create a mo-
nopoly for existing schools or close the
door. It does not, I might say to the gen-
tleman, have anything to do with the
termination date of the act which is
drawing near.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Is the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. TEeAGUE]

satisfied?

: Mr. TEAGUE. Mr. Chairman, what
the gentleman from California has said
is true, it would cost more for any new
schools that are put into operation.

Mr, EVINS. That is a possibility.

Mr. TEAGUE. That is an obvious fact.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EVINS. I yield.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. How can it cost
more if a veteran attends an existing
school or one that may be established
in the future? What difference does it
make to the Government if the veterans
attend a school which has been in exist-
ence for 12 months or 10 months?

Mr. TEAGUE. It might ecost more.

Mr, WHITTINGTON., Well, the gen-
tleman says it might, but it cannot cost
more.

The CHATIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. Evins].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. . Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SHELLEY to the
Teague amendment: On page 9, line 20, in-
gert before the quotation marks a colon and
the following: “And provided further, That
for the purpose of applying the governing
statutes and applicable regulations of the
Veterans' Administration respecting the pay=-
ment of tuition and other charges, any pro-
fessional or graduate school which has been
continuously affiliated with an educational
institution since June 22, 1944, may elect to
be subject to the nonresident tuition rates
established for such educational institution,
with respect to payments made for tuition
during any school year beginning on or after
August 1, 1949, even though the adminis-
trative function of such school is separate
and distinet from that of the institution
with which it is affiliated.”

. Mr. SHELLEY. MTr. Chairman, I have
offered this amendment to clear up a
situation that exists at the University of
California School of Law, Hastings Law
School, which I have been informed ex-
ists in several other universities in re-
gard to their professional or graduate
schools, such as engineering, medicine,
or law. Hastings Law School of the Uni-
versity was originally started as a private
venture some years back. The early part
of the century it was taken over by the
University of California as an affiliated
school. It is now formally a part of the
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university and is recognized as such by
the State legislature. Its funds are ap-
propriated in the general appropriation
bill. The California Supreme Court has
rendered decisions declaring it to be an
integral part of the State university, but
it has continued to keep a separate gov-
erning board, practically all of whom are
attorneys, because it is a law school.
Due to that separate function, the Vet-
erans’ Administration ruled that they
were in a different position and could
not, be treated on the same basis as the
university proper. First, the Veterans’
Administration said, “You are not really
affiliated. You are a separate school.”
Now they have said, “We do not say that,
but since you are not on the campus ex-
actly”—Hastings conducts classes in the
city of San Francisco—"we have to de-
clare you as not being under the defini-
tion.” And they have changed the al-
lotment to the school.

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SHELLEY. I yield.

Mr. HINSHAW. I am glad the gen-
tleman brought this up. I personally
have not been able to understand the rul-
ing of the Veterans’ Administration in
this respect. 1 hope the gentleman’s
amendment will be agreed to.

Mr., SHELLEY. 1 thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. ALLEN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, SHELLEY, I yield,

Mr. ALLEN of California. I join in
the sentiment expressed by my colleague
from California [Mr. Hinsgaw]. I think
this is a very meritorious amendment
and will clear up the situation.

Mr. SHELLEY. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. SCUDDER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

+Mr. SHELLEY. I yield.

Mr. SCUDDER. I am very glad the
gentleman has brought up this amend-
ment, because there has been some dif-
ficulty in this very extraordinarily fine
school in San Franeisco, connected with
the university. I compliment you on

bringing it up.
I thank the gentle-

Mr. SHELLEY.
man,

Mr. TEAGUE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, SHELLEY, I yield.

Mr. TEAGUE., Is it not a fact that
the amendment just adopted will take
care of the situation the gentleman
speaks of? In other words, what they
call a new school—a school that had not
been in existence forw year. That is the
reason they refused to recognize it?

Mr, SHELLEY. No. I am sorry. The
amendment proposed by the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. Evins] will not
take care of it. This is not a new school.
It is a question of definition, whether or
not they are a part of the University of
California which they do recognize. It
will take this amendment to correct the
situation to which I referred, as it ap-
plies to graduate or professional schools.
The Hastings School of Law was recog-
nized and the students were given an
allotment for four and a half years, but
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on September 1 last year they were sud-
denly put in a different category by the
Veterans’ Administration on what we
think is an extremely flimsy basis, if
there is any basis at all.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr. SHEL-
LEY] has expired.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Mr.
Chairman, this amendment offered by
the gentleman from California [Mr,
SHELLEY] is one concerning which I have
personal knowledge. It applies pri-
marily to a college in the northern part
of the State, but it would affect schools
in other States. I am in support of the
amendment. :

However, I take this time to ask some-
t_.ing of the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
TEAGUE] and the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Froonl—I have just been
called from the floor by a telephone call.
It was from Mr. Stirling, of the VA. I
had not previously called him. He au-
thorized me to make this statement:
You understand he is not expressing op-
position to the bill, but evidently he
had been sent an inquiry from the Com-
mittee on Appropriations as to how
much the bill would probably cost. He
authorizes me to say that the section
beginning on page 6, line 9, and extend-
ing to the first word on line 15, has been
estimated by their accountant to cost
$15,000,000 for the year 1951.

Mr. KEARNEY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. I yield.

Mr. KEARNEY. Does not the gentle-
man from California feel that all these
telephone calls and conversations should

" be made to the Veterans’ Affairs Com-

mittee where the representatives of the
Veterans’ Administration can testify
definitely?

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. I am in
complete agreement. I felt that since
we have had these various fizures—and
I am just as much confused, if not more
so0, than anybody on the floor—I wanted
to give the gentleman from Texas a
chance to know this, in connection with
his statement that it could not cost more
than $2,000,000. He shculd explore the
discrepancy between these various
figures.

Mr, TEAGUE. My information came-
from members of the Appropriations
Committee. I should like to ~ead from
the appropriation bill:

In any case in which one or more contracts
provide a rate or rates of tultion have been
executed for two successive years the rate
established by the most recent contract shall
be considered to be the customary cost of
tultion. * * * If the Administrator
finds that any institution has no customary
cost of tuition he shall forthwith fix and
pay or cause to be paid a fair and reasonable
rate of payment for tuition, fees, and other

charges for the courses offered by such
institution.

Mr, PHILLIPS of California. This is
the item which I questioned earlier.

Mr. TEAGUE. Yes. I was told by
some of the members of the Committee
on Appropriations that they meant that
if they had had two contracts, Public
Law 16 which covers the disabled men,
and Public Law 341 which covers all
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others, if they had had two of those
contracts that the last contract would
be the one that was in effect.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. I have
nothing further to say. I ask for a
favorable vote on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from California [Mr.
SHELLEY].

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from California.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I want to speak gener-
ally on the subject of the obligation of
the people of the United States toward
their representatives to take care of cer-
tain principles which they set up in the
GI bill of rights. There has been quite
a bit of talk here as to the cost of this;
it has ranged from two and one-half
billions, which is absurd, down to
$2,300,000.

In the first place, the whole educa-
tional and vocational training program,
as I understand, is costing at the present
time about $2,500,000,000, and there are
abeut 2,180,000 GI's enrolled in these
courses. To say that it would cost
another $2,500,000,000 is absurd; it would
mean doubling the number of GI's going
to school. So that kind of argument
can be ignored.

As to whether this will cost $2,000,000,
$3,000,000, or $15,000,000, I wonder if we
are not losing sight of the main point?
The main point is that the Congress of
the United States said that the veterans
would have a right for certain educa-
tional and vocational training, Whether
it costs $15,000,000 more per year until
the eligible number are taken care of, or
$3,000,000, is beside the point. I realize
that we are in an economy wave, but
we are not in an economy wave that is
so strong that we can ignore the ex-
pressed obligation of the Congress to give
to these boys the kind of training that
they need.

I know of many cases in my own dis-
triet, and I know every other Member
knows of boys who have had vocational
training or educational training and
have thereby been able to earn much
greater annual salaries than if they had
not had such training. What does that
mean? That means that when they
start earning $4,000, $5,000, $6,000, or
$7,000 a year in place of the $50 or $60 a
week as an untrained laborer, that they
proportionately pay more into the Treas-
ury of the United States as income tax.
I think we should not lose track of the
fact that this is actually an investment
in these boys, an investment which will
come back manyfold to the people of the
United States. I also want to mention
the benefits that it will give to the indi-
vidual involved and to their families in
the way of a higher standard of living,
because of implementing the wishes of
the Congress, we are giving these boys a
chance to train themselves to get on a
higher earning level. We are making a
real investment in our citizens and we
are discharging an obligation to those
boys who were willing to invest the most
valuable thing they had, their life, if
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necessary to preserve the country that
we all love.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that debate on the
pending amendment and all amend-
ments thereto do now close.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin, Mr. Chair-
man, reserving the right to object, does
that mean on all of the amendments?

Mr, RANKIN, Yes.

Mr, DAVIS of Wisconsin, Mr. Chair-
man, I object.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I move
that all debate on the pending amend-
ment and all amendments thereto do
now close. Does the gentleman from
Wisconsin have an amendment?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. No: I do
not, but I have about 2 minutes of com-
ment I would like to make.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I with-
hold the motion until the gentleman
from Wisconsin gets those 2 minutes out
of his system.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I had not intended to
say anything on this bill, because I find
myself, I believe, in the position of a vast
majority of the members of our com-
mittee. We hardly know enough about
this bill to be able to enlighten the
Members on the floor about it. It is a
fact that we have not had proper hear-
ings or it, so it does catch all of us, sin-
cere as we are in our attempt to do
something that will remedy abuses that
have occurred and do justice to the vet-
erans in their honest desire to obtain
the educational benefits under the GI
bill of rights. So we are caught between
two fires.

In the first place, we realize it is the
responsibility of the Veterans’ Affairs
Committee to write this kind of legisla-
tion. In the past too often we have seen
the regulations affecting this education-
al program handled either by decree or
by regulation of the Veterans’ Adminis-
trator, which is not the proper way to
handle it, or we have seen it handled
through riders on appropriation bills,
riders that have been made necessary
because of the fact that our legislative
committee has not provided by legisla-
tion the regulations that are needed for
guidance under this program. So I
think we all agree that this bill repre-
sents the proper approach to the prob-
lem we have before us, but, as I say, the
approach is hardly enough. The fact
remains that our committee has not fol-
lowed through on this proper approach.
This is not a committee bill.

I want to pay my high compliments to
the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
TeAGUE] and to the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. WHEELER] who have spent
long hours, and tedious and studious
hours, in attempting to do a job that
ought to be done by the committee as a
whole. I believe this is better than any-
thing we have had by regulation in the
past, but because it is not a committee
bill I am going to be compelled to vote
for the motion to recommit, and I shall
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do that with great reluctance because I
fear if the motion does carry and the bill
does go back to our committee, the com-
mittee will not bring out the kind of
legislation we ought to have. Because I
cannot as a member of that committee
in good conscience recommend to the
Members of this House that they sup-
port a bill which has not had hearings
before our committee, as I say, I shall
reluctantly and with great deference to
the work which my very esteemed col-
league from Texas has done on this mat-
ter, vote for the motion to recommit
that will be offered by the gentleman
from New York. :

Mr. EEEFE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Wisconsin,

Mr. KEEEFE. I have listened atten-
tively to the statement of the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. TEacUE]l. As I under-
stand, this is an attempt to put into sub-
stantive legislation the very regulations
that are now effective under regulations
of the Veterans' Administration,

Mr. TEACUE. That is exactly cor-
rect.

Mr. KEEFE. If that is true, then why
the urgency for the passage of this bill,
and why not hold hearings on this pro-
posal and let us get the facts as to the
cost, because if the statement which the
gentleman agrees with is correct, no
harm or injury is going to occur to the
veteran, because he proposes to incor-
porate into substantive law the actual
situation that now prevails under regu-
l=tions. I am inclined to agree with my
colleague from Wisconsin that this is a
hasty way to bring legislation here with-
out hearings, without an opportunity on
the part of the Members to give this
matter the study that it ought to receive.
I shall support the proposal to return
this measure to the committee with the
hope that the committee, under the
leadership of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi will hold hearings on this bill
so that the Members will know what is
in it and not have the equivocation that
is apparent here this morning as to the
cost, and other things. I think that is
a proper legislative way to proceed.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin has expired.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, this morning I called
the Veterans' Administration about 9
o'clock and asked them to give me a
breakdown of the cost of this substitute
bill. I was advised that they had not
had an opportunity to do that and had
not made a study. So, a few minutes
ago I was called and they said they had
made the study, and I understand one
of the sections has been stricken, but
the point is that the entire cost, as a
minimum estimate, will be $77,300,000.

Mr. TEAGUE. What section?

Mr. THOMAS. They said two sec-
tions. They said that two sections would
cost $75,000,000, and the contribution to
the State would be $2,300,000.

Mr. EVINS. Mr, Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, I wish the gentle-
man would not try to usurp the functions
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of the Committee on Appropriations of
the Veterans' Administration. I have in
my hands the figures which the clerk of
the gentleman’s committee provided me
this morning. We had a lot of con-
troversy about the cost.

Mr. THOMAS. This is a conversation
I had with the Veterans’ Administration.

Mr, EVINS. This controversy I had
was with the clerk of the gentleman’s
own committee. He gave the figures for
1949, 1950, and 1951, and I have the
figures here.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr, Chairman, I de-
cline to yield further. I had this conver-
sation less than 10 minutes ago. The
total cost—I am quoting them; it is their
figure and not mine, because I do not
know what is in the bill, and if I had
known I would not have called them, of
course—was $77,300,000.

My point is this. I do not yield to any
man on this floor in my desire to help
the veteran, but as sure as I am talking
to you gentlemen, if we keep on adding
benefits and benefits, where are we
headed for? Certainly, there is no de-
mand from the veterans themselves, for
this bill; let us not fool ourselves about
that. There is a handful of proprietary
schools that are not happy and satisfied.
Not all of them are unhappy, of course,
because most of them have made suffi-
cient money out of other bills and they
are not unhappy. And, if we keep on
yielding to that sort of pressure we are
going to drive these veterans into an
economic situation that I am so afraid
of, and my goodness alive, what a hor-
rible thing it will be for the veterans.
Nobody wants to do that. I am trying
to talk just a little common horse sense.
Now, you all want to help the veteran
just as I do, but we must do it within
reason. Let us recommit this bill and let
the distinguished gentleman from Texas
and his subcommittee study this thing
carefully. There is no finer man on this
floor or anywhere else than my distin-
guished friend, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. TeacueEl, He has a great
and distinguished war record; a man
that has gone through the shadows of
death himself in battle and has impair-
ment of health that he will carry to his
grave. But I suggest that he take this
bill back to his committee and give it
the consideration and the study he is ca-
pable of giving it. If he gives it the
necessary time and has the proper as-
sistance, it is my judgment he will come
back with a good, sufficient, and sound
answer. When he comes back and re-
ports it to this House, I will accept his
judgment under those circumstances.

Mr. KEARNEY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. THOMAS. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. KEARNEY. I want to echo the
thoughts of the gentleman from Texas
in reference to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr, Teacve]l. I say this because
in the first instance, the cost of this bill
was two-million-dollars-something, after
the first telephone conversation it came
to $15,000,000, and now it is $77,000,000.
If we keep legislating by telephone it
may run to $100,000,000.
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Mr. THOMAS. There is some honest
difference of opinion there.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield? .

Mr. THOMAS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Arkansas,

Mr. HARRIS. I am sure the other
Members appreciate, as I do, the fact
that the gentleman is insisting on clari-
fying this matter in order that we may
all know just where we are.

Our colleague the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Teacue] a few minutes ago
said he intended to offer an amendment
that would give assurance that this leg-
islation would iot cost more than $2,-
300,000.

Mr. THOMAS. Let us not do it by
piecemeal. Let us do it in the right way,
and go back and give him a chance to
work it out.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I move
that debate on this amendment and all
amendments thereto do now close.

The motion was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man {rom Texas [Mr. TEeAiGUE] as
amended.

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN, Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore having resumed
the chair, Mr, PricE, Chairman of the
Committee on the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consider=
ation the bill (S. 2596) relating to edu-
cation or training of veterans under title
II of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act
(Public Law 346, 78th Cong., June 22,
1944), pursuant to House Resolution 447,
he reported the bill back to the House
with an amendment adopted by the
Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is ordered.

The question is on the amendment,

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr, KEEFE. Mr. Speaker, I make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SFEARER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 163]
Abbitt Combs Green
Angell Cooley Hall,
Baliley Coudert Leonard W
Barrett, Pa. Davenport ]
Biemiller Davies, N. Y. Harrison
Bolton, Ohio  Davis, Tenn. Hays, Ark
Bonner Dawson Hébert
Boykin Deane Hill
Breen D'Ewart Hoeven
Buchanan Dingell Jackson, Wash.
Buckley, N. Y. Dollinger James
Bulwinkle Douglas Jones, N, C
Burton Durham Judd
Byrne, N. ¥, Ellsworth Eee
Cannon Engel, Mich. Eennedy
Carlyle Gilmer Kilburn
Case, 8, Dak. Golden Klein
Cavaleante Gordon Eunkel
Christopher Gore LeCompte
Chudoff Granahan Lodge
Clemente Granger Lyle
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McCarthy Murphy Shafer
McConnell O'Neill Sheppard
McKinnon Patten Bims
McMillan, S. C. Pfeifer, Smathers
McMillen, Il Joseph L. Smith, Ohlo
McSweeney Pfeiffer, Btockman
Mack, Wash. Willlam L, ‘Towe

Macy Potter Voarys
Mansfield Powell Walsh
Martin, Iowa Quinn Werdel

Miles Redden Wheeler
Miller, Callf. Rhodes White, Calif.
Mitchell Rogosevelt ‘White, Idaho
Monroney SBabath Wolcott
Morgan Scott, Hardle Wolverton
Morrison Scott, ‘Wood
' Multer Hugh D., Jr. Woodhouse

The SPEAKER pro tempore. On this
roll call 321 Members have answered to
their names, a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with,

TRAINING OF VETERANS UNDER SERVICE-
MEN’S READJUSTMENT ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment,

The amendment was agreed fo.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the engrossment and third
reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

Mr. KEARNEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer
a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. KEARNEY. I am, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. KEARNEY moves to recommit the bill to.
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs for fur-
ther study and for full and complete public
hearings.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered.

There was no objection,

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to recommit.

The question was taken:; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. KeArNEY) there
were—ayes 102, noes 145.

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The bill was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill as
passed be printed in the Recorp at this
point,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Mississippi?

There was no objection.

The bill as passed is as follows:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert “That paragraph 9 of part VIII of
Veterans Regulation No. 1 (a), as amended,
is amended bjf addlng at the end thereof the
following: 'Provided, That except as pro-
vided in this amendment, no regulation or
other purported construction of title II, as
amended, shall be deemed consistent there-
with which denles or is designed to deny any
eligible person, or limit any eligible person

Is the
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in his right to select such course or courses
as he may desire, during the full period of
his entitlement or any remaining part there-
of, in any approved educational or train-
ing institution or institutions, whether such
courses are full time, part time, or corre=
spondence courses: Provided further—

“‘A, That the Administrator shall disap-
prove a course in any institution which has
been in operation for a period of less than
1 year immediately prior to the date of en-
rollment in such course unless such enroll-
ment was prior to August 24, 1949, but this
shall not require or permit the disapproval
of any eourse in any public school or other
tax-supported school: Provided, That upon
the certification of any State approval agen=
cy, that a new or existing institution is es-
sential to meet the requirements of veterans
in such State, the Administrator in his dis-
cretion may approve such an institution not-
withstanding the provisions of this para-
graph;

*“‘B. That in accordance with the provi-
sions of paragraph 8 (a) of this part, the
Administrator may, for reasons satisfactory
to him, disapprove a change of course of in-
struction and may discontinue any course of
education or training if he finds that accord-
ing to the regularly prescribed standards of
the institution the conduct or progress of
such person is unsatisfactory;

*‘C. That if any eligible veteran, who has
completed or discontinued (for any reason
other than unsatisfactory conduct or prog--
ress) a course of education or training, ap-
plies for an additional course in the same
or other field of education or tralning, the
Administrator may deny initiation of such
course only if he finds (1) that it is pre=
cluded by the first proviso, paragraph 1 of
said title IT, as amended, or (2) that it is
not in the same general field as his original
educational or occupational objective, or (3)
that it is precluded by limitation of para=-
graph D below; E

“‘D, That the Administrator shall refuse
approval to any course elected or commenced
by a veteran on or subsequent to July 1,
1948, which is avocational or recreational in
character. The following courses shall be
presumed to be avocational or recreational
in character: Dancing courses; photography
courses; glider courses; bartending courses;
personality-development courses; entertain-
ment courses: Music courses—instrumental
and vocal; public-speaking courses; and
courses in sports and athletics such as horse-
back riding, swimming, fishing, skiing, golf,
baseball, tennis, bowling, and sports offi-
ciating (except applied music, physical edu-
cation, or public-speaking courses which are
offered by institutions of higher learning for
credit as an integral part of a course leading
to an educational objective); but no such
course shall be considered to be avocational
or recreational in character if the veteran
submits complete justification that such
course will contribute to bona fide use in the
veteran's present or contemplated business
or occupation; and the Administrator may
find any other course to be avocational or
recreational in character, but no such other
course shall be considered avocational ar
recreational in’ character when a certificate
in the form of an affidavit supported by cor-
roborating affidavits by two competent disin-
terested persons has been furnished by a
physically qualified veteran stating that such
education or training will be useful to him
in connection with earning a livelihood.
Notwithstanding the foregoing provisions of
this paragraph, education or training for
the purpose of teaching a veteran to fly or
related aviation courses in connection with
his present or contemplated business or oc=
cupation shall not, in the absence of sub-
stantial evidence to the contrary, be con-
gidered avocational or recreational when a
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certificate in the form of an affidavit sup-
ported by corroborating affidavits by two
competent disinterested persons, has been
furnished by a physically qualified veteran
stating that such education or training will
be useful to him in connection with earning
& livelihood.

“Sec, 2. Paragraph 11 of part VIII of Vet~
erans Regulation No. 1 (a), as amended, is
amended by adding at the end thereof a
new subparagraph (d) as follows:

**(d) As used in this part, the term “cus-
tomary cost of tuition” or “customary
charges” or “customary tultion charges”
ghall mean that charge which an educational
or training institution requires a nonveteran
enrollee similarly clrcumstanced to pay as
and for tuition for a course, except that the
institution (other than a nonprofit institii-
tion of higher learning) is not regarded as
having a “customary cost of tultlon” for the
course or courses in question in the following
circumstances:

**(A) Where the majorlty of the enroll«
ment of the educational and training insti-
tution in the course in question consists of
veterans in training under Public Laws 16
and 348, BSeventy-eighth Congress, as
amended; and

“*(B) One of the following conditions pre=
valls:

“‘1. The institution has been established
subsequent to June 22, 1944.

'2, The institution, although established
prior to June 22, 1944, has not been in con=
tinuous operation since that date.

“13, The institution, although established
prior to June 22, 1944, has subsequently in-
creased its total tuition charges for the
course to all students more than 25 percent.

“‘4 The course (or a course of substan=
tlally the same length and character) was
not provided for nonveteran students by the
institution prior to June 22, 1944,

“ ‘For any course of education or tralning
for which the educational or training insti-
tution involved has no customary cost of
tuition, a fair and reasonable rate of pay-
ment for tuition, fees, or other charges for
such course shall be determined by the Ad-
ministrator. In any case in which one or
more contracts providing a rate or rates of
tuition have been executed for two successive
years, the rate established by the most recent
contract shall be considered to be the custo=
mary cost of tultion notwithstanding the
definition of “customary cost of tuition” as
hereinbefore set forth. For the purpose of
the preceding sentence “contract” shall in-
clude contracts under Public Law 16 (78th
Cong., March 24, 1943), Public Law 346 (78th
Cong., June 22, 1944), and any other agree-
ment in writing on the basis of which tuition
payments have been made from the Treasury
of the United States. If the Administrator
finds that any institution has no customary
cost of tuition he shall forthwith fix and
pay or cause to be paid a fair and reasonable
rate of payment for tuition, fees, and other
charges for the courses offered by such in-
stitution. Any educational or training in-
stitution which 1s dissatisfied with a de-
termination of a rate of payment for tuition,
fees, or other charges under the foregoing
provisions of this paragraph, or with any
other action of the Administrator under the
amendments made by the Veterans’ Educa-
tion and Training Amendments of 1949, shall
be entitled, upon application therefor, to
a review of such determination or action (in-
cluding the determination with respect to
whether there is a customary cost of tuition)
by a board to be known as the “Veterans'
Education Appeals Board"” consisting of three
members, appointed by the President. Mem-
bers of the Board shall receive, out of appro=
priations available for administrative ex-
penses of the Veterans' Administration, com=
pensation at the rate of $50 for each day ac-
tually spent by them in the work of the
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Board, together with necessary travel and
subsistence expenses. The Administrator of
Veterans' Affairs shall provide for the Board
such stenographie, clerical, and other assist-
ance and such facilities and services as may
be necessary for the discharge of its func-
tions. Such Board shall be subject, in re-
spect to hearings, appeals, and all other ac-
tions and qualifications, to the provisions of
sections 5 to 11, inclusive, of the Administra-
tive Procedure Act, approved June 11, 1946,
as amended. The decision of such Board
with respect to all matters shall constitute
the final administrative determination. In
no event shall the Board fix a rate of pay-
ment in excess of the maximum amount al-
lowable under the Servicemen's Readjust-
ment Act, as amended.

“*Any institution having a “customary cost
of tultion” established under this part may
revise and improve an existing course (or
establish a new related course) of substan-
tially the same length and character subject
to the same customary cost of tuition: Pro-
vided, That nothing in the foregoing amend-
ments shall be construed to affect adversely
any legal rights which have accrued prior
to the date of enactment of the Veterans’
Education and Training Amendments of
1949, or to affect payments to educational
or training institutions under contracts in
effect on such date: Provided further, That
the Veterans' Administration shall continue
to make further payments to a school at
such amount as the Administrator considers
to be “fair and reasonable” during negotia-
tions for a contract, and, during the pend-
ency of any appeal which the school may
make.'

“Sec. 8, Paragraph 5 of part VIII of Vet-
erans Regulation No. 1 (a), as amended, Is
further amended by inserting before the
period at the end thereof a colon and the
following: ‘And provided further, That for
the purpose of applylng the governing
statutes and applicable regulations of the
Veterans' Administration respecting the pay-
ment of tuition and other charges, in the
case of nonprofit institutions, any insti-
tution shall be regarded as a nonprofit insti-
tution if it 1s exempt from taxzation under
paragraph (6), section 101, of the Internal
Revenue Code, whether it was certified as
such by the Bureau of Internal Revenue
before or subsequent to June 22, 1944: And’
provided further, That for the purpose of
applying the governing statutes and appli-
cable regulations of the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration respecting the payment of tuition
and other charges, any professional or grad-
uate school which has been continuously
affiliated with an educational institution
since June 22, 1944, may elect to be subject
to the nonresident tuition rates established
for such educational institution, with re-
spect to payments made for tuition during
any school year beginning on or after
August 1, 1949, even though the adminis-
trative function of such school is separate
and distinct from that of the institution
with which it is affiliated.”

“Sec. 4. The third sentence of section 3
of Public Law No. 16, Seventy-eighth Con-
gress, as amended, is hereby amended by
adding before the perlod at the end thereof
a comma and the following : *(4) rendering
necessary services in ascertaining the quali-
fications of proprietary institutions for fur-
nishing education and training under the
provisions of part VIII of such regulation
and in the supervision of such institutions.’

“Sec. 5. That paragraph 11 of part VIII,
Veterans Regulation No. 1 (a), as amended,
iz hereby amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subparagraph:

“‘(e) 1. Any school operated for profit in
order to secure or retain approval to train
veterans which, during any period, has fewer
than 25 students, or one-fourth of the stu-
dents enrolled (whichever is larger), paying
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their own tuition, in addition to meeting all
requirements of existing law, will be required
to submit to the appropriate State approv=
ing agency a written application setting
forth the course or courses of training. The
written application covering each course
must include the following:

*“‘a. Title of the course and specific de-
scription of the objective for which given.

“*‘b. Length of course.

“‘c. A detailed curriculum showing sub-
jects taught, type of work or skills to be
learned, and approximate length of time to
be spent on each.

“‘d. A showing of educational and experi-
ence qualifications of the instructors.

“*e. A description of space, facilities, and
equipment used for the course,

“*f. A statement of the maximum number
of students proposed to be trained in the
course at one time,

“‘g. A statement of the educational pre=
requisite for such a course.

* 2. The appropriate approving agency of
the State or the Administrator may approve
the applicatlon of such school when the
school is found upon investigation to have
met the following criteria:

“‘a, The curriculum and instruction are
consistent in quality, content, and length
with similar courses in the public schools
or other private schools with recognized and
accepted standards.

“ ‘b, There is in the school adequate space,
equipment, instructional material, and in-
structor personnel to provide satisfactory
training. When approval is given, it shall
state the maximum number authorized to
be trained in each course.

“*¢, Educational and experience gualifica=
tions of the instructor are adequate as de-
termined by the State approval agency.

“*d. The salaries of teacher and admin-
istrative personnel are comparable to the
prevailing salary rates of teachers and ad-
ministrative personnel in similar schools
located in the same area,

“te, Adequate records are kept to show
attendance, progress, and conduct, with peri-
odle report to be provided to the Veterans’
Administration; there are clearly stated and
enforced standards of attendance, progress,
and conduct.

“'f, Appropriate credit is given for pre-
vious training or experience, with training
period shortened proportionately. No course
of training will be considered bona fide if
given to a veteran who is already qualified by
training and experience for the course
objective.

“‘z. A copy of curriculum as approved is

ed to the veteran and the Veterans'
Administration by the school.

“*h, Upon completion of the training, the
veteran is given a certificate by the school
indicating the approved course, title, and
length, and that the training was completed
satisfactorily.

*“*3. No new course, or additions to the
capacity of existing course, in any school
operated for profit, shall be approved if the
State approving agency shall determine that
the occupation for which the course is in-
tended to provide training is crowded in the
State and locality where the training is to be
given and that existing training facilities
are adequate.

“‘4, The Veterans' Administration is not
authorized to award benefits under this part
if it is found by the appropriate State ap-
proving agency that the course offered by a
school operated for profit fails to meet the
appllcahle requirements of this subpara-
graph (e).’

“Sgc. 6. Paragraph 6 of part VIII of Veter-
ans Regulation Numbered 1 (a), as amended,
is hereby amended to insert ‘(a)’ imme-
diately after ‘6, and&dd.!.n.gt.heiollowing
new subparagraph:

“*(b) mthepurposeofthlapart a trade
or technical course, offered on a clock-hour
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basis below the college level, involving shop
practice as an integral part thereof, shall be
considered a full-time course when a mini-
mum of 30 hours per week of attendance is
required with not more than 30 minutes of
rest perlod per day allowed. A course of-
fered on a clock-hour basis below the col-
lege level in which theoretical or classroom
instruction predominates shall be considered
a full-time course when a minimum of 25
hours per week net of Instruction 1is
required.’

“Sec. 7. Paragraph 5 of part VIII, Veterans
Regulation Numbered 1 (a), as amended,
is hereby amended by inserting '(a)’' imme-
diately after ‘5, and adding a new subpara-
graph (b) as follows:

*‘(b) In any case where it is found that
an overpayment to a veteran of subsistence
allowance (which overpayment has not been
recovered or waived) is proved in a hearing
before the Committee on Walivers of the ap-
propriate Veterans' Adminlstration regional
office to be the result of willful or negligent
failure of the school to report, as required
by applicable regulation or contract, to the
Veterans’ Administration unauthorized or ex-
cessive absences from a course, or discontinu-
ances or interruption of a course by the vet=-
eran, the amount of such overpayment shall,
at the discretion of the Administrator, con-
stitute a liability of the school for such fail-
ure to report, and may be recovered by an
offset from amounts otherwise due the school
or in other appropriate action, provided that
any amount so collected shall be reimbursed
if the overpayment is received from the vet-

eran. This amendment shall be construed.

as applylng only to matters arising after the
effective date of this amendment, and shall
not preclude the imposition of any eivil or
criminal action under any other statute.’

“Skc. 8. This act shall be effective the date
of approval, except as hereinafter provided:
Provided, That section 5 shall be effective the
first day of the third calendar month follow=
ing the date of approval of this act: Pro-
vided jurther, That the provisions of section
4 shall be applied at the earliest practicable
time in accordance with regulations issued
by the Administrator.

“Sec. 9. The matter beginning with the
first proviso in the item ‘Readjustment bene-
fits’ under the caption ‘Veterans’ Adminis-
tration’ in the Independent Offices Appro-
priation Act, 1950, approved August 24, 1949,
is hereby repealed, effective August 24, 1949,

“Sec. 10. This act may be cited as the Vet-
:;an:;ol!ducatlon and Training Amendments

1 'l "

CONGRESSIONAL BASEBALL GAME

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute in order to make an an-
nouncement of importance to the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, for the
last several years there has been a con-
gressional baseball game played between
Democrats and Republicans. The bene-
fits go to the summer encampment of
underprivileged children of the District
of Columbia.

I have the honor again to be des-
ignated by my colleagues on the Demo-
cratic side to undertake to manage this
bunch of rugged individualists. I wish to
announce to the House of Representa-
tives today that arrangements have been
made with the management of Griffith
Stadium, with the sponsors, the Wash-
ington Evening Star, and others in the
District of Columbia interested in this
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worth while undertaking that on a week
from next Friday, that is, on the 19th of
May, at 8:30 o'clock p. m., this annual
game will be played.

We know that to make it another suc-
cessful event it will be necessary to have
the cooperation of the Members of the
Congress and those downtown willing to
participate.

The Secretary of Defense has very
graciously and courteously consented to
allow the bands from the various
branches of the service to participate on
that occasion. I am sure you will find
participation in this worthy cause will
be very gratifying and will make you feel
glad of your efforts. Last year the re-
ceipts from this game afforded an oppor-
tunity to several hundred underprivi-
leged childen of the District of Columbia
to attend a summer camp who otherwise
might have been on the streets, perhaps
in the slums here in the District of Co-
lumbia.,

Now, Mr. Speaker, I am glad to yield
to my colleague and rival manager, the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Bisaorl,
who will manage the Republican team
again, and let him make such statement
as he wishes for the benefit of our friends
on the other side.

Mr. BISITOP. Mr. Speaker, may I call
the attention of the Members to the fact
that they have been listening to OREN
Harris and not Sucky Harris. Last year
the Republicans might have been a little
bit overconfident, but this year we are
geiting down to real business. We have
a few new faces on the team and we
know we are going to give the Demo-
crats plenty of trouble. We were also
informed last night, and as you might
know from the press, that we may have
some assistance from the Senate side.
With that additional assistance, which
I acknowledge we need, you are going to
see a good ball game for a good cause.
We are hoping for an ideal night, so that
you can come out and enjoy yourselves.
Last year we netted about $6,500 from
the game, which was spent, as our col-
league Mr. Harris has told you, to send
the underprivileged children of the Dis-
trict to & summer camp. This year in
this special effort that the Star and their
friends are going to make along with the
Members of Congress we hope that we
can.raise that to $10,000 to help the un-
derprivileged children of the District
without regard to race, creed, or color.

So it is up to you and your families to
go out and enjoy yourselves. I hope you
will enjoy our efforts. We hope we have
not waited too long. Iknow we are going
to give you the best we have.

. Mr. IZARRIS. Mr. Spzaker, I appre-
ciate the words of my distinguished rival
manager. It has been reported around
here that they have been going out early
in the morning and trying to make us
think that they are going out at 9 o’clock -
to practice. The fact is that the pages
of the House did challenge them to a
game a few days ago. They came back
here and reported that they defeated
the pages 7 to 3. The truth is, I am
reliably informed, that the pages de-
feated the Republicans 17 to 2.

You realize that on our side of the
House we have a bunch of fellows who
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call themselves rugged individualists, and
as manager I have already run into a
lot of trouble. For instance, I have one
Member who said to me, “You better play
fair with me this time because very
frankly where I come from I can go over
to the Republican side as well as the
Democratic side.”

That gives me no little concern. I
found out that our star pitcher, a man
who, of course, has been doing a fairly
good job for us the last couple of years,
lives down in Georgia and may not be
here. I got to checking into it and it
looks like the National Defense Estab-
lishment has colluded with the Repub-
licans and called our pitcher back to
Georgia. It seems he is going to have to
be detained for Army Day. I do not
know why they have Army Day the next
day after this ball game.

Then, another development has caused
the manager a great deal of concern.
I notice in the Star this afternoon that
we have a hold-out. I may get Tom
PrckerT out there, He is the best per-
former we have. I am not sure that
he has rendered the greatest benefit to
the team other than being a performer,
but if my Democratic friends would allow
me to take them into my confidence, I
would ask them to help get this star per-
former, Tom PICKETT, out there for his
usual performance.

Mr. BISHOP. May I call attention to
the fact that the first question the man-
ager on the Republican side would ask
this hold-out is, “What kind of a ball-
player are you?"”

I might call attention to the fact that
this snooper had a lot of help. Thisis a
true story. One of the sons of a gentle-
man from the opposite side of the House,
who happens to be on the right side of
the aisle, had his son out there watching
every ball that was being thrown.

When we get to the pages’ side of this,
the biggest boy that came to me said,
“You all know that we are not just play-
ing Democrats in this, don’t you?"” I
said I presumed that all the pages were
going to participate, and they came out,
The pages participated on both sides.
We did not have enough to fill the uni-
forms. May I tell you seriously we are
urging the Republicans to turn out so
that we will have enough to fill all the
uniforms on the night of the nineteenth,
but with the help of the pages assigned
to us we made a few innings out there
and the actual score was 6 to 4, by call-
ing the game so that we could get back to
our offices and do some work. Of course
I do not know how many were on bases
at the time, but there were not over
three.

Mr. HARRIS. We are glad to have
that clarification.

There ic another development that my
team mates had better take notice of,
One of the ladies in this House may par-
ticipate in this game. She has notified
us by letter and I talked to her about it.
So I can say to these so-called hold-outs
that we are going to have a great deal
of rivalry on this team and a lot of com-
petition. However, seriously speaking,
the game is to be played for a very worthy
cause, and we would appreciate a good
attendance.
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Mrs. BOSONE. To clear this up,Iam
not that woman.

Mr. HARRIS. I would say to my dis-
tinguished colleague we would be very
happy for her to join with us.

Mr, BISHOP. The ladies on our side
have been invited; but they said they
loved baseball, but they did not think
they would be there in uniform that
evening,

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Arkansas
[Mr. Harris] has expired.

STATEHOOD FOR ALASKA AND HAWAII

Mr. McGUIRE, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the
House for 5 minutes and to revise and
extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Isthere
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Connecticut?

There was no objection,

Mr. McGUIRE. Mr. Speaker, on Fri-
day, May 5, President Truman requested
the chairman of the Senate Interior
Committee to direct his attention to the
establishment of statehood for the Ter-
ritories of Alaska and Hawaii. I am
inserting President’s Truman’s letter in
today’s RECORD,

The momentum of recent events
makes it certain that before long both
Alaska and Hawaii will possess an equal
voice in directing the affairs of this
great Nation. Just how imminent is a
50-State Nation depends on the swift-
ness of Senate action. And there is
every indication that such action may
come sooner than anyone expects.

One of the corollary problems attend-
ant to the establishment of statehood
for Alaska and Hawaii is the signifi-
cant change which will take place in
the American flag when these new
States are added. These are momen-
tous times for Old Glory too. In the
past, our flag has been changed without
rhyme or reason, or, to be more exact,
without congressional direction, when-
ever a new State has come into the
Union. For this reason, I have intro-
duced a resolution to establish a com-
mittee of this great body to hold hear-
ings and make recommendations re-
garding the appearance of our new flag,
or, should I say, our New Glory. I am
certain that the passage of this resolu-
tion will insure us of a New Glory wor-
thy of our hallowed institutions.

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, May 5, 1950,
Hon. Josepa C. O'MAHONEY,
Chairman, Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

My DEAR SENATOR O'MAHONEY: I am highly
gratified by the thorough and objective
consideration which your committee is giva
ing to H. R. 331 and H. R. 49, bills which
would enable the Territories of Alaska and
Hawail to take their rightful place as mem-
bers of the Union. As you know, I have long
supported the objectives of these important
bills which carry out the pledges made to
the people of the two Territories. I sincerely
hope that the Congress, during its present
session, will enact legislation granting state-
hood to Alaska and Hawail. The need is
more urgent today than ever before. :By
such action, we will not only promote the
welfare and development of the two Terri-
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tories, but also greatly strengthen the se-
curity of our Nation as a whole, 4

It should not be forgotten that most of
our present States achieved statehood at a
relatively early period of their development.
The stimulus of being admitted as full part-
ners in the Union and the challenge of man-
aging their own affairs were among the most
Bignificant factors contributing to their
growth and progress. Very few of our exist-
ing States, at the time of their admission
to the Unlon, possessed potential resources,
both human and natural, superior to those
of Alaska and Hawall. I am confident that
Alaska and Hawaii, like our present States,
will grow with statehood and because of
statehood.

There is no necessity for me to repeat at
this time the arguments for statehood. The
many qualified witnesses who have appeared
before your committee have, I am sure, pre-
sented convincing evidence both as to the
need for and the tangible benefits to be de-
rived from statehood. There is, however, one
objection made by opponents of H, R. 331
and H. R. 49 which I believe requires further
discussion because it goes beyond the ques-
tlon of statehood and raises a fundamental
constitutional issue. I am referring to the
objection that Alaska and Hawail as States
would be entitled to representation in the
Senate of the United States disproportionate
to their population.

This argument is not only entirely with-
out merit, but also directly attacks a basic
tenet of the constitutional system under
which this Nation has grown and prospered.
Without the provision for equal representa-
tion in the Senate of all States, both great
and small, regardless of population, there
probably would have been no United States.
This was one of the great compromises which
the Federalist says was a result “not of
theory, but of a spirit of amity, and that
mutual deference and concession which the
peculiarity of our political situation rendered
indispensable.” There is no justification
for denying statehood to Alaska and Hawail
on the basis of an issue which was resolved
by the Constitutional Convention In 1787.

America justly takes pride in its record
of fulfilling to the letter its obligations to
foreign nations. We should be no less
scrupulous in carrying out the promises made
to our own citizens in Alaska and Hawail,
The case for statehood rests on both legal
and moral grounds.

These are troubled times. I know of few
better ways in which we can demonstrate
to the world our deep faith in democracy
and the principle of self-government than
by admitting Alaska and Hawail to the Union
as the forty-ninth and fiftieth States.

Sincerely,
Harry S, TRUMAN.

THE TABER AND JENSEN AMENDMENTS
TO THE AFPPROPRIATION BILL

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from California?

There was no objection.

Mr., HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, in
perusing the morning paper, the Wash-
ington Post, I noticed an article which
purported to give an estimate of the
Civil Service Commission in which they
said that in the fiscal year 1951 there
would be 310,000 vacancies in the Fed-
eral personnel. This is around 15 per-
cent, I believe, of the total civilian
personnel.

The Taber amendment, of course, and
the Jensen amendment also, will have
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a direct bearing on the filling of these
vacancies.

The Jensen amendment exempts doe-
tors and nurses in the Veterans’ Admin-
istration and the Public Health Service,
but it is very interesting to note that it
does not exempt St. Elizabeths Hospital;
the doctors and nurses there are not
exempted. This is the largest mental
hospital in the world. It has a patient
load of over 8,000, If we have a pos-
sible loss through resignation or other-
wise of 15 percent in the docfor and
nurse personnel at St. Elizabeths you
can see the problem we are going to have
confronting us. It is just another in-
dication of passing a broad and sweep-
ing amendment without knowing its ef-
fect. I predict that many other prob-
lems will arise. I think the adoption of
the Jensen amendment is something
which will be long regretted by this
House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from California
has expired.

Mr. HOLIFIELD, Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent fo proceed for one
additional minute.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from California?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROONEY, Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr,. HOLIFIELD. Iyield.

Mr. ROONEY. Would the gentleman
comment on the impact that yesterday's
action of the House of Representatives,
if it were to be sustained, would have
with regard to the layoff of from 200,000
to a quarter of a million Government
employees, the effect it would have on
the economy of our country?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Undoubtedly it will
add to the rapidly growing unemploy-
ment situation. But I am concerned
even more with the Jensen amendment
which will permit only one in ten of these
vacancies to be revlaced.

I certainly hope that the conferees
on the Appropriations Committee in
their conference with the Senate will
revise this amendment to the point
where it will at least be practical and
workable.

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr.Speaker, wiil the
gentleman yield?

Mr, HOLIFIELD. I yield.

Mr., CANFIELD. I think the gentle-
man will recall that there were only
21 votes against the bill as it finally
passed the House yesterday.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I do not remember
the size of the vote; the gentleman may
be right. But it would not be the first
time that the House of Representatives
made a mistake. I can even remember
some instances where the Supreme Court
has overruled some of the decisions that
have been made by this House.

Mr. ROONEY. Mr.-Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield.

Mr. ROONEY. Is it not the fact that
the number of votes against the bill yes-
terday on final passage is no true indica-
tion of anything, for the reason that the
real vote was on the Thomas-Taber
amendment?
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Mr. HOLIFIELD. I think the gentle-
man is speaking the truth in that re-
gard.

FOREIGN POLICY

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr,
Speaker, an ever-increasing burden is
being imposed upon the taxpayers of the
Nation.

Not only do the annual appropriation
bills constantly grow larger—the present
one calls for something more than $29,-
000,000,000—but, with this year’s increase
of more than $5,000,000,000 in the Fed-
eral debt, the total debt now being
around $260,000,000,000, there is an an-
nual interest charge on that debt of some
$5,000,000,000. That interest ciarge con-
tinues to increase.

To date, while Congress talks economy,
it takes no steps to give you economy.

But the ever-increasing tax burden,
which now forces you to work 1 day out
of 4 for Uncle Sam, is not our greatest
concern.

Just a few days ago, President Truman,
on his across-the-country speaking trip,
told us the international situation was
not as threatening today as it was in
1946; said he expected to reduce the de-
{fense budget next year.

It is my hope that the President knew
what he was talking about, that the situ-
ation justified his hope.

But not so long ago, Defense Secretary
Johnson, Gen. Omar Bradley, and George
Kennen, spokesman for the State De-
partment—three men who have all pos-
sible available information about mili-
tary and political conditions—expressed
grave concern over our defense problems.

All three stated they hoped that war
would not come to us this year, but they
admitted they have no way of accurately
forecasting the plans of Russia. They
did insist that they would be remiss in
their duty if they failed to call for im-
provement of our present military pre-
paredness situation.

Recently, Defense Secretary Johnson
was striving to cut defense expenditures,
but now all three are calling for an im-
mediate greater national defense pro-
gram.

In addition to dollars, Secretary John-
son is calling for a continuation of the
law to draft into the Armed Services the
youth of our land.

Now, folks, listen, and especially you
wives and mothers. It is one thing to
take from the wage earners, the people
of this country, $1 out of every 4 they
earn. That is a grievous burden. We
may be able to survive that, if we stay
out of war.

But, if we must pay that exorbitant
tax, can this country survive a course
which will again, and for the third time
within 40 years, force the youth of this
land to fight on foreign soil under other
than the command of their own officers?

‘There is either something radically
wrong with our system of government,
or with those who administer it, when
American young men are called re-
peatedly to fight and die everywhere in
the world.

At the moment, it is the policy of
our Stat: Department, while thousands
of our young men are maintaining order
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in Japan and Germany, to conscript
other young men and send them to Indo-
china, there to fight in a prelude to a
third world war.

While demanding less spending and
more efficient service in our Federal Gov-
ernment here at home, we should give
the gravest consideration to the question
of whether this country shall again, for
the third time, send its boys and girls
across the seas, to fight a third civiliza=-
tion-destroying world war.

It may be ruinous to send our dollars
and strip our country of its natural re-
sources to aid other nations.

It will be national suicide, to sacrifice
our own flesh and blood on foreign soil,
in a futile effort Jo make other nations
live together in peace when they will do
little or nothing to help toward that end.

It is silly and foolish, if we must have
a war to get out of the mess in which
we have become involved, to leave that
“getting out” to those incompetents who
have not been able to keep us out of the
situation in which we are now bogged
down.

Instead of waiting until we get into the
middle of the stream, let us changc horses
bzfore we wet our feet.

PLAN NO. 12 WOULD MAEE FOR
INCREASED EFFICIENCY

Mr. BURNSIDE. Mr. Speaker, T ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from West Virginia?

There was no objection.

Mr. BURNSIDE, Mr. Speaker, some
opponents of plan 12 have contended that
the plan would increase delay in case
handling, because certain duties would
be restored to the Board.

I believe that the contrary result will
follow. Who can deny that the spectacle
of agency heads wrangling among them-
selves has a most demoralizing effect on
stafl work? The differences between the
Board members and the general counsel
which have arisen have not been kept
secret or confidential. They have been
fully aired before Congress and in the
public press. Anyone familiar with Gov-
ernment knows the result of such public
division. Factions develop within the
staff. Gossip and malice are fostered.
Employees are diverted from attention
to their duties. Interest in the imme-
diate internal conflict takes precedence
over the performance of public service.

These are the inevitable consequences
of a notorious inability of agency heads
to agree. In this case both the general
counsel and the members of the Board
insist that no personal antagonism is in-
volved. This is true, but it is no guar-
anty that subordinates on the staff can
maintain the same objectivity. There
must necessarily be a tremendous loss in
agency output.

The general counsel and the Board
are proceeding at cross purposes. They
must devote much time to praiseworthy,
but futile, efforts to compose their differ-
ences, These diffierences cannot be com-
posed; they flow inevitably from the
confusing and conflicting provisions of
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the law regarding the respective powers
and duties of the officers concerned.

A third cause of loss in output under
the present system is the necessity of
processing cases which must ultimately
be dismissed. These are the cases proc=-
essed by the general counsel on his theory,
which are later dismissed by the Board
on the application of its theory.

Impartial minds must agree that the
elimination of these present obstacles to
output will more than offset the added
responsibilities upon the Board mem-
bers resulting from the restoration of
their policy-making duties.

PLAN NO. 12 IS IN ACCORD WITH THE HOOVER
COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS

Mr. Speaker, we have heard much dur-
ing debate and have read in the papers
in the recent past the oft-repeated as-
sertion that the provisions of plan No. 12
were not recommended by the Hoover
Commission on Organization of the Ex-
ecutive Branch of the Government for
the NLRB.

Now I think this is one issue that
should be met immediately and settled
once and for all.

I have carefully reviewed the testi-
mony of witnesses before the House Com-
mittee on Expenditures in the Executive
Departments and I did not find that any
administration spokesman asserted that
recommendations upon which the pro-
visions of plan No. 12 are based, were
proposed by the Hoover Commission ex-
clusively for the NLRB. I have carefully
reviewed the statements made by those
spokesmen to the Senate and again I
did not find any contention that the
recommendations upon which the plan is
founded were proposed for exclusive ap-
plication to the NLRB. Quite the con-
trary my investigation discloses that it
was the consistent position of the advo-
cates of plan No, 12 that it conforms in
essential detail with the recommenda-
tions of the Hoover Commission in re-
spect of all regulatory commissions, of
which the Board is one.

It appears to me that this issue has
been raised only for the purpose of con-
fusion. Accordingly, it should be placed
in proper prospective for a clear under-
standing both of the plan and its in-
trinsic merits.

It is true that the Hoover Commission
did not make any specific recommenda-
tion limited in its application to the
NLRB. However, the Commission did
make the same type of survey of the
NLRB as it conducted of each of the
other eight quasi-judicial, quasi-admin-
istrative agencies. Now why did the
Commission refrain from announcing
conclusions and submitting recom-
mendations as to this Board alone while
at the same time issuing conclusions and
recommendations at least as to some of
the other commissions.

The answer to that lies in the state-
ment of the Commission itself. In ifs
report on the Department of Labor in
which it comments on that Department,
but also upon the status of the National
Labor Relations Board, the Commission
states:

The Congress is engaged in revising labor

policies which affect some of these agencles.
The Commission can malke no recommenda=
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tions as to their organization wuntil these
questions are settled.

That report of the Commission issued
in March 1949, What Member of the
House will not remember that at that
time there were pending before the Con-
gress a large number of controversial
bills relating to the National Labor Re-
lations Board. The Commission wisely
refrained from reaching any specific con-
clusion that might have been susceptible
of the interpretation by some as an un-
warranted effort to influence legislative
matters under congressional considera-
tion.

But that is not the entire story. The
answer to the lie is again the Commis-
sion’s reports.

In another report dealing with the
so-called Indeperndent Regulatory Com-
mission and also submitted to the Con-
gress in March 1949, the Hoover Com-
mission submitted general recommenda-
tions respecting the internal organiza-
tion of all such regulatory agencies and
specific proposals as to some, The Com-
mission stated that in this report it had
“confined itself to a discussion of the
organizational problems of these regula-
tory agencies,” and the report does not
deal with their more basic or the quasi-
judicial and quasi-legislative functions,

This report on page 1, footnote No. 1,
lists the agencies which were the sub-
jects of the Commission’'s study. The
National Labor Relations Board is there
listed by the Commission as one of the
nine regulatory commissions in respect
of which its general recommendations
were made,

Further, on page 3 of the same report
the conclusive proof that the NLRB is
covered by these recommendations is
found. In commenting upon one of its
recommendations the Commission spe-
cifically refers to the National Labor Re-
lations Board as one of the Commissions
to which its recommendations apply, and
without qualification. What could be
more explieit?

Now remember that this report relates
to all—and I emphasize all—regulatory
commissions and is limited to Hoover
Commission recommendations that are
confined to a discussion of the internal
organizational problems of such agencies.

If these recommendations are appro-
priate and desirable for regulatory com-
missions as such, is there any sound rea-
son why they should not be applied to
the National Labor Relations Board?

Or, putting it another way, if these
recommendations will result in improved
and more efficient operation of eight
of the nine commissions surveyed by the
Commission, is it logical to exclude the
NLRB from their application merely be-
cause the Commission did not make
other and further recommendations as
to the Board?

Quite patently it is not. The Hoover
Commission in this report made no spe-
cific recommendation in respect of the
Federal Trade Commission nor the Fed-
eral Reserve Board, but like the NLRB
included these agencies among those that
would benefit because of increased ef-
ficiency by adoption of the recommenda-
tions. Merely because no specific recom=-
mendation was made in this report in re-
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spect of the FTC and the FRB should
these two agencies be denied the oppor-
tunity to benefit by the recommenda-
tions? Quite obviously not.

A rejection of plan No. 12 can be justi-
fied only if it fails to accomplish the in-
tent and purpose of the Hoover Commis=
sion’s recommendations, or that it is pat-
ently not in conformance with such rec-
ommendations.

Accordingly, let us look for a moment
at what plan 12 proposes to accomplish.

The plan itself is brief, Its sole objec-
tives are improved organization and
management. It in no wise modifies or
alters substantive policies of the act the
Board administers.

Brushing aside for the moment details
of the plan and looking to its central pur-
pose we find that the plan would trans-
fer to the Chairman of the Board from
wherever now residing, all executive and
administrative functions. These func-
tions have been characterized as the
housekeeping functions of the agencies—
the day-to-day operating problems, and
not the basic authority of the Board.
They include the appointment and su-
pervision of personnel, distribution of
the Board’s business among personnel
and administrative units, and the use
and expenditure of funds. Appropriate
safeguards are incorporated to assure
compliance by the Chairman with gen-
eral policies of the Board and conform-
ance to decisions and determinations the
Board is authorized by law to make.
Also the Board itself and not the Chair-
man must approve appointments to head
major administrative units. And the
Board, of course, will retain authority to
revise budget estimates.

Does such a plan conform to the
Hoover Commission recommendations?

Looking to the reports of the Commis-
sion, we find that great emphasis was
given to the establishment of clear lines
of authority and responsibility. In line
with this major objective, it recom-
mended that the everyday operating
problems of all regulatory commissions
be assigned to the chairman of such
agencies.

Recommendation No. 1 of the Hoover
Commission in its report on regulatory
commissions states:

We recommend that all administrative re-
sponsibility be vested in the Chairman of
the Commission,

These are the words of the Hoover
Commission., That is what plan No, 12
proposes to accomplish. The Hoover
Commission, as I have pointed out, in-
tended that it apply equally to the NLRB
as to the other eight commissions sur-
veyed.

Plan No. 12 provides an organization
for the NLRB identical with that pro-
vided for these other regulatory commis-
sions. It achieves this uniform pattern
by literal and absolute reliance upon
the recommendations of the Hoover
Commission.

Those who argue that the Hoover
Commission made no specific recoms-
mendation respecting the NLRB overlook
the fact that the Commission commonly
made general recommendations without
going into all specific effects upon each
particular agency. Those who insist that
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this is not so are not trying to achieve
adoption of the Hoover Commission’s
recommendations, but rather seek to
prevent application of these recommen-
dations for good organization to the
NLRB.

A vote against this plan will be a rejec-
tion of one of the important recommen-
dations submitted by the Hoover Com-
mission and at the same time a bar to
the more efficient administration of one
of our most important public policies.
SEPARATION OF FUNCTIONS UNDER TAFT-HARTLEY

ACT HAS NOT WORKED

Mr. Speaker, the question before this
House is whether to install a sound and
constructive organization ab the Labor
Board with a clear and direct line of
responsibility, or whether to continue to
put up with the administrative mon-
strosity that that agency has become.

Long before the Taft-Hartley Act, ex-
parts in and out of Government recog-
nized that the administrative-agency
approach to Federal regulation requires
a flexible approach and a clear line of
authority. As early as 1941, the Attor-
ney General of the United States re-
ceived a lengthy and thorough report on
administrative procedure. That report
weighed the advantages and disadvan-
tages of a complete separation of func-
tions, such as is now in effect at the
Labor Board. The considered judgment
of that report was that “complete sep-
aration of functions would make en-
forcement more difficult and would not
be of compensating benefit to private in-
terests. On the contrary, both those
private interests which the statutes are
designed to protect and those which are
regulated would be likely to suffer, and
finally we conclude not only that sep-
aration will not necessarily cure bias
and prejudice but that the requisite im-
partiality of action can be secured by the
means set forth in this and the preced-
ing sections of this report”—report of
the Attorney General's Commititee on
Administrative Procedure, 1941, pages
55-60.

The reasons of the committee for re-
jecting complete separation included the
fear that consistency would be lost, con-
fusion would result, enforcement would
be rendered more difficult, and informal
settlements would be discouraged.

In conformance with the recommen-
dations of the Attorney General's Com-
mittee, the Conzress, in 1946, enacted the
Administrative Procedure Act. That
statute is applicable to the National La-
bor Relations Board and to all other
administrative agencies. Section 5 (¢)
of the Administrotive Procedure Act
provides that—

No cofficer, employee, or agent engaged In
the performance of investigative or prose-
cuting functions for any agency in any case
shall, in that or a factually related case,
participate or advise in the decision, recom-
mended decision, or agency review pursuant
to sectlon 8 except as witness or counsel in
public proceedings.

This requirement, and all the other
major requirements of the Administra-
tive Procedure Act were already in ef-
fect at the Labor Board at the time that
that statute was enacted. It is generally
conceded that Labor Board procedure
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was taken as the model for some of its
provisions, The act provided for the
foregoing type of internal separation of
functions as the most efficient and at
the same time the fairest procedure.

In February of 1947, the present gen-
eral counsel of the Board, at the request
of Senator DoNNELL, commented on the
provisions of Senator Ball's labor bill, S,
360. That bill containec a provision for
the separation of the Board’s functions
and for the transfer of its investigative
and prosecuting functions to the De-
partment of Justice. Mr. Denham, at
that time, fully recognized the dangers
of the proposal. He wrote:

It simply will not work. The administra-
tion of labor relations at the source involves
much more than the trial and determination
of adjudications. More than 90 percent of
the matters which might develop into liti-
gations are disposed of administratively in
the regional offices. These dispositions
must be coordinated to the same general
policy that influences the final determina-
tion of the litigated cases. This proposed
division would only create additional con-
fusion with policy emanating from two in-
dependent and wuncoordinated sources.
(Hearings before Senate Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare on S. 249, 8lst Cong.,
1st sess, p. 1130.)

It is no diseredit to Mr. Denham that
he later accepted appointment to his
present post. He is a fighter and I re-
spect him for it. In September 1947,
shortly after his appointment by the
President, Mr. Denham again very can-
didly appraised the set-up. He said:

There are bare spots in the picture and
there are spots where a protracted division
of opini n between the Board and the gen-
eral counsel could lead to fantastic results,
Particularly 1s this true in matters pertain-
ing to the jurisdictional features of the law.
The Board, on appeals, in representation
cases, may find jurisdiction and entertain
a petition. On the same facts the general
counsel may refuse to issue a complaint for
what he conceives to be lack of jurisdiction,
In neither decision will a direct appeal lie.
It is an absurd situation but it can happen
in the present state of the law. (Senate
hearings, p. 207.)

Unfortunately, Mr. Denham was a
good prophet. The separation of func-
tions simply has not worked. The con-
fusion he foresaw has developed. The
absurd situation which he described
has yielded the fantastic results which
he feared.

A number of head-on clashes have oc-
curred. The Board and the general
counsel are at loggerheads over jurisdie-
tion. They are unable to agree that he
should express only the Board’s posi-
tion in the courts. The Board has or-
dered him to consult them on the ap-
pointment of top field personnel. He has
publicly refused—NLRB release, No. 284,
March 2, 1950.

I do not say that in these disputes be-
tween the five-man Board and the gen-
eral counsel, that the Board is always
right or that Mr. Denham is always
wrong. I do say that it is high time we
put an end to the frustrating duality of
authority which characterizes the ad-
ministration of the labor law, so that the
law will have a chance to operate.

It is ridiculous to continue under a
system that has been so thoroughly dis-
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credited. Mr. Speaker, I shall vote “no”
on the resolution to disapprove plan 12.
BEORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 12 TRANSFERS HOUSE=-

KEEPING FUNCTIONS TO CHAIRMAN AND SUB-

STANTIVE POLICY-MAKING FUNCTIONS TO

WHOLE MEMBERSHIP OF NLRB

Mr. Speaker, there has been a lot of
loose talk and conjecture about what
plan 12 actually does.

Just exactly what is the purport of
plan 12? The plan, if adopted, will do
two, and only two, things. First, it will
transfer the housekeeping functions of
the Labor Board to its Chairman. Sec-
ond, it will restore the policy-making
functions of the Labor Board to the
Board members, where it belongs.

I have heard no criticism of the pro-
posal to centralize housekeeping respon-
sibilities. These involve supervision of
personnel, assignment of duties, and dis-
bursement of funds. It is the considered
judement of the Hoover Commission,
after exhaustive study, that these duties
can best be performed by one man, leav-
ing the remaining Commissioners free
for adjudication and policy making.
This proposal has been uniformly rec-
ommended by the Hoover Commission
for the seven regulatory commissions of
the executive branch, of which the Labor
Board is only one., Its sole purpose is
to improve the efficiency of the service,
and it will surely meet approval.

It is when attention is directed to the
equally sound proposal to restore policy
functions to the five-man Board that a
strange and terrible heat is generated.
Cries of “foul” are heard; it is said that
this is a back-door attempt to legislate
by way of reorganization. What are the
facts? First, no new function is ereated
by plan 12 and no existing function is
taken away. All that is done is that the
broad policy functions now exercised by
the general counsel as an independent
agency are restored to the five-man
Board. This is wholly within the prov-
ince of the Reorganization Act and is
not a novel procedure under reorganiza-
tion acts of the past. The testimony
before the Committee on Executive Ex-
penditures—page 90—contains 12 in-
stances in which entire offices were elimi-
nated by consolidation pursuant to re-
organization plans., It is only natural
that when all the functions of an agency
are transferred to another the first
agency will have no further reason for
being and must be abolished.

The objection is made that the plan
will have the effect of amending an act
of Congress. Of course it will. The en-
tire Reorganization Act was necessary
only in order to enable reorganization of
functions which were originally allocated
by statute, If the matter were not pro-
vided by statute, the reorganization could
be made without congressional approval,
and no plan would now be before us.

The further objection is made that this
proposal is somehow substantive. This is
wholly untrue. Not a single unfair labor
practice, not a single representation rule,
not a single provision covering emer-
gency strikes, injunctions, private suits,
union security, or any other substantive
requirement or rule of the Taft-Hartley
Act is affected. All that is involved is
that the present two-headedness of the
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agency is eliminated; so that the agency
may lay down uniform policy and so that
the staff and the public can be saved from
confusion, conflict, inefficiency, and ex-
pense.

One final comment. It has been stren-
uously asserted in some quarters that
this plan’s vice lies in assigning the gen-
eral counsel’s functions to the Chairman
of the Board; that all that is done is to
substitute one-man control by the Chair-
man for one-man control by the general
counsel. A reading of the plan itself
completely refutes this contention. The
Attorney General of the United States
has made clear that only the housekeep-
ing functions of the agency will be in
the Chairman. In a letter to the Director
of the Budget—April 13, 1950—he states:

It is clear that the plan transfers from the
general counsel and the Board to the Chair-
man housekeeping functions and related
functions of a supervisory nature. It is
equally clear that it is the purpose of the
plan as described in the afore-mentioned
message of the President to establish be-
tween the Board and the Chairman the
“identical relationship” as that “provided
for the other regulatory agencies,” which
means that substantive decisions are the re-
gponsibility of the Board as a whole and not
of the Chairman individually.

There is nothing sinister about this
plan as some would have us believe: It
is not an attempt to change substantive
legislation; it is a proposal to improve
efficiency: it does not add or abolish any
function of government; it does trans-
fer certain functions in the interest of
uniformity among the regulatory agen-
cies. It does not transfer the policy
functions of the general counsel to the
Chairman of the Board; it does transfer
them to the five-man Board.

If the House will restrict itself to a
consideration of the merits of what the
plan will accomplish, there can be little
doubt but that the resolution rejecting
the plan will be defeated, as it should.

ADJOURNMENT OVER

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourns today it adjourn to meet on
Monday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Tennessee?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. VELDE] is rec-
ognized for 30 minutes.

UNDEMOCRATIC ACTIONS IN LABOR
UNIONS

Mr. VELDE. Mr. Speaker, I should
like to call attention to a most vivid ex-
ample of undemocratic action in a labor
union. This example is built around the
case of Mr. Lloyd Sidener, of Canton,
Ill., who this week came to Washington
of his own free will and accord and at
his own expense to assist the Federal
Government in legislating against the
undemocratic processes which are de-
priving him, and many others like him,
of his and their very livelihood.

As it is rather doubtful at this point
as to whether or not Mr. Sidener will be
given the opportunity to testify before
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the House Labor Subcommittee set up
to investigate undemocratic actions in
labor unions, I want the facts to be of
public record to show what is going on
in some unions today and that we, as
representatives of the people, are obli-
gated to right this wrong, and correct
this injustice with remedial legislation,
if necessary.

As I said before, I should like to re-
view the case of Mr. Lloyd Sidener, a coal
miner from Canton, Ill. Mr. Sidener is
a typical American, who, through ambi-
tion and enterprise, became a trusted
worker in the mines, trusted by his em-
ployer, the United Electric Co. of Illi-
nois, trusted by his fellow workers in
the mines who knew him well—so well, in
fact, that they elected him president of
the United Mine Workers of America,
Local No. 7455, which position he held
until Februaiy 24, 1950. On that day,
Lloyd Sidener attempted to obey a court
order issued by Federal Judge Richmond
B. Keech. Believing in the sanctity of
our Federal court orders and in our dem-
ocratic processes, he led 130 men of his
union back to the coal pits, only to be
met by a picket line and a road block.
These pickets had their orders from a
great and powerful figure in Washing-
ton; prearranged orders, if you please,
which every miner in the country under-
stood, characterized by the phrase, “the
whistle blew once.”

Mr. Sidener did not believe that orders
issued by any American citizen should
supersede the orders of a duly consti-
tuted American court. He stuck by the
order of the court; he disobeyed the
order of John L. Lewis. Today, Lloyd
Sidener finds himself in this position.

First. He is unemployed, although he
is a skilled coal-shovel operator and
nearly all coal miners are digging coal
today.

Second. He has been removed as pres-
ident of local No. 7455 at Canton, Ill.

Third. The United Mine Workers of
America have assessed a fine of $50,000
against him, which, of course, being an
ordinary American citizen, he is unable
to pay.

Now, I ask you, just what kind of a gov-
ernment would tolerate such an injus-
tice? We might expect to find such a
situation in Hitler's Germany or in mod-
ern times in Stalin’s Russia. But surely
not in America! Yet, that is the situa-
tion as it stands today, whether we like
it or not. Lloyd Sidener is not the only
coal miner in America who believes in
our constitutional Government and the
edicts of its duly constituted courts.
Millions of other loyal American labor-
union members believe in the same
things Lloyd Sidener believes in.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. VELDE. I yield to the gentleman
from Kentucky.

Mr. PERKINS. Upon what informa-
tion does the gentlemen base his state-
ment, whether upon the statement of
Mr, Sidener alone, or of other witnesses?
Where did you get your information?

Mr. VELDE, If the gentleman will
allow the Jacobs subcommittee which
has been formed by a vote of the full
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labor committee to issue subpenas and
to investigate the Sidener’s case, I am
sure he will have the answer to those
questions.

Mr. PERKINS. Is it not a fact that
the gentleman brought Mr. Sidener up
here from his district and the statement
he is now making to the House is based
altogether on the statement that was
taken by the investigator for the Educa-
tion and Labor Committee from Mr. Sid-
ener and from no other source?

Mr. VELDE. The gentleman is mis-
taken in at least two instances. I did not
bring him to Washington. He came of
his own free will and accord. He is
not from my district in Illinois. Some of
the information which I have cbtained
has come from Mr. Sidener and has come
from him personally. I have not even
talked to the investigator for the com-
mittee regarding this.

Mr. PERKINS. I am sure the gen-
tleman is correct and that he did not
bring the witness here. I was misin=-
formed. But I am asking the gentle-
man at this time whether or not he is
basing these statements on any other
person’s statement other than Mr. Side-
ner and if he has other information,
would he please tell the House from what
source he is getting these statements?
I think the Members of this House would
like to know that and whether or not
Mr. Sidener has repudiated his
own statements on one occasion back in
Iilinois.

Mr. VELDE. I will say to the gen-
tleman that Mr. Sidener has never re-
pudiated any of his statements as far
as I know. I think the gentleman
knows that a great deal of this story has
appeared in the press already. I think
the gentleman also knows that the FBI
has been investigating this case and has
recently had a number of ageénts in Can-
ton, I, investigating the case.

Mr. PERKINS. The gentleman
knows that if a wrong has been commit-
ted or if a right of Mr. Sidener has been
infringed upon, that this will be cor-
rected in his case before the National
Labor Relations Board, he has a proper
remedy before the National Labor Rela-
tions Board, and, besides, the gentleman
concedes that the FBI is making an in-
vestigation in this particular district. In
addition to that, we have a case pend-
ing here in the Supreme Court concern-
ing Judge Keech’s injunction. In view of
all these various actions, I would like
to ask the gentleman if his only reason
for coming here before the membership
of this House and making these state-
ments is not solely for politcal purposes?

Mr, VELDE. I think the gentleman
will agree that it is not popular politi-
cally, and I would not be speaking here
today just for that reason. I certainly
have no feeling that the investigation of
undemocratic activities in labor unions
would be popular politically. I think it
is a duty that someone has to do, and I
think it is a duty that this Congress
should perform.

Now I should like to review briefly the
events as I understood them in my talk
with Mr. Sidener leading up to his being
literally denied the right to return to
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work, removed as president of the local
union, and fined $50,000 by the union.

Prior to the time that Mr. Sidener’s
local union officially received a telegram
ordering the miners back to work, Mr.
Sidener received a telephone communi-
cation from the United Mine Workers
board member of his district, Mr. B. J.
Beasley, who advised him that John L.
Lewis had just said that the “whistle
blew one for Monday."”

The meaning of the phrase, “the
whistle blew one,” can be traced to the
traditions in the coal fields where it is
customary to blow one whistle when no
coal is to be loaded the following day
and three whistles when the mine is to
load coal the following day.

So actually, according to Mr, Sidener,
the telegram ordering the men back to
work was in effect canceled before it ar-
rived by the phone call made to Mr,
Sidener by Mr. Beasley.

Mr, Sidener has stated that many
members in the local union signed a peti-
tion requesting a special meeting to find
out why they could not go back to work
and that approximately 130 of the 207
total membership made an attempt to go
back to work.

There were several reasons why these
men wanted to go back to work.

First, the men wanted to obey the
order of the Federal court of the United
States directing the miners to return to
work.

Secondly, the economic conditions
forced upon the miners through their in-
ability to earn a livelihood caused many
to lose their homes, their cars, and many
mortgaged their possessions, Many peo-
ple were in very bad circumstances as
can be attested to by the formation of
so-called breadlines in the Canton area.
It was necessary for many to seek other
Jjobs on the surrounding farms, with the
T. P. & W. Railroad section gangs, and
in some cases these men had to seek
employment in nonunion mines in the
vicinity.

After the settlement of the coal strike,
Mr. Sidener was charged by the union
with attempting to start a rival union.
He was never officially or legitimately
notified as to the charges filed against
him, nor was he notified officially of the
actions of the local union.

He was notified, however, through
friends and through the press that his
local union assessed a fine of $50,000
against him and gave him the opportu-
nity to pay the fine at the rate of $25 a
day. Of course, this is ridiculous, for Mr.
Sidener could not make that much work-
ing 7 days a week with time and a half
and double time for all his overtime. He
would actually have to pay the union
more than what he would receive in
wages for the privilege of working,

This is the story of only one man who
has suffered from undemocratic action
on the part of a labor union. It is, in-
deed, unfortunate that this kind of thing
is allowed to happen in these United
States under our Constitution.

During the past year and a half I have
served on the Education and Labor Com-
mittee I have noted with alarm the in-
creased tendency toward dictatorial con-
trol of local union activities by the in-
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ternational officers and directors. This
case I have just presented is only one of
thousands of similar cases throughout
the country. The rank and file of labor
union members have realized this fact.
They do not like it. They want to belong
to a union where they have some voice in
activities, They want to vote on and
talk over their problems and make their
own decisions. But what happens when
the little labor man starts to voice his
opinion. He is told to shut up—that his
welfare is being handled by the big boys
higher up. And if he persists in exerting
his constitutional rights of free speech,

he is ousted from his union, loses his job, -

is suspended or otherwise beaten down—
just like Mr. Sidener was handled when
he and his members tried to exert their
right to work and their right to local
autonomy.

It takes courage to fight for your
rights; it takes courage to oppose dicta-
tors especially when these dictators have
power over your earning power and your
very life. But someone must fight this
battle if we are to return to the unions
the autonomy they once enjoyed. I am
glad that there are couragecus men such
as Lloyd Sidener on our side in fighting
this battle.

SPECIAL ORDER

The SPEAEER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. PATMAN], is recog-
nized for 20 minutes.

(Mr., Patmany asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and include certain statements,
excerpts and extraneous matter.)

SMALL BUSINESS

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, a few
days ago President Truman sent to Con-
gress a very fine message on small
business. A bill has not as yet been in-
troduced in either House to carry out
the President’s message. A bill in each
House will probably be introduced Tues-
day or Wednesday of the coming week
that will carry out the provisions of this
message.

POINT 1

Point 1 of the President’s message re-
lates to insurance of bank loans, a law
to provide for insurance on self-sustain-
ing basis of bank loans up to $25,000, but
probably mostly $5,000, repayable in 5
years, This will be similar to Federal
insurance on loans for home improve-
ments: The bank passes on the loan
application, subject only to Federally
preseribed standards. No one else will
pass on the application except the bank
itself. No prior approval by Govern-
ment will be required. An insurance
premium to cover probable expenses and
losses will be charged; no Federal ex-
penditure except in the initial appropria-
tion to establish the insurance fund, and
ultimately repayable, This is point 1.

POINT 2

Point 2 is national investment com-
panies. They are to be chartered by
the Government but privately owned.
They are to provide equity capital and
long-term loans, also help administer
the loan program for small independ-
ent enterprises, procure funds from in-
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dividual investors and financial institu-
tions, also participate jointly with local
banks, and should receive tax incentives.
In early years the Federal Reserve banks
should be authorized to invest in these
companies. That is point 2. No Gov-
ernment money at all will be used in
the national investment companies in
point 2 of President Truman’s prograri.

POINT 3

Point 3, Mr. Truman recommends that
the collateral requirements of the RFC
on small-business loans be relaxed if
actual or potential earnings warrant
relaxation. It authorizes increased par-
ticipation with private banks on small-
business loans. One strong point in this
is to authorize at least 15-year loans
instead of 10-year loans. During the
Eightieth Congress, the preceding Con-
gress, the time limit was reduced to 10
years. Mr. Truman asked that that be
made at least 15 years. However, there
will be no RFC financing if money is
attainable from new investment com-
panies, that is point 2, or from the
banks, in point 1. In other words, the
policy of RFC as in the past is to be
pursued in the future, that the RFC
will not grant any loan if it is possible
for the applicant to obtain loans from
private investors. That has been the
rule all the time, and it is a good rule.
_ The RFC has helped a lot of banks
substantially. For instance, an appli-
cant would go to the local bank to get a
loan. The local bank would not even
talk to the applicant but would say, “No,
we aren’t in a position to grant you a
loan, and don’t want to go into it.”

The applicant goes into one of the 32
different offices in the United States and
files application. Maybe the manager
of this office in getting his application
and going into the facts discovers, “Why,
this is a good, bankable loan. Why don’t
you get it from your local bank?” The
applicant says, “Well, I went to the local
bank but I was turned down.” Then the
RFC will get in touch with the local
banker and explain to him that it is a
good, bankable loan. In many instances
the local bank will take the entire loan
or, if not the entire loan, will participate
to a large extent with the RFC. To that
extent the RFC has been a good business-
getter for the local banks. It has been
very helpful in that respect.

The RFC under this plan of President
Truman's will be under the Secretary of
Commerce. It will be under the Com-
merce Department. That is for the ob-
vious reason that the President of the
United States cannot deal with too many
independent agencies. All these prob-
lems and the major questions should
come up to him through a Cabinet officer,
That will be done through the Secretary
of Commerce for the RFC. That does
not mean that the RFC will be in a posi-
tion to be dictated to by the Secretary of
Commerce or by President Truman. It
will remain the same independent
agency that it has always been. Neither
the President nor the Secretary of Com-
merce will have anything to do with the
RFC’s individual loans, and will only
participate, if they participate at all, in
arriving at major policies of the RFC.
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For instance, RFC money, which is
Government money, should not be used
for any propaganda of any kind. A
major policy should be and doubtless will
be, as in the past, that no loans will be
made to a magazine company or to a
newspaper company or to a radio con-
cern, because they are in a position
where they could probably influence
public thinking,

Therefore, public money should not be
used for that purpose. So the RFC will
remain the same independent agency it
has always been, but by Executive order
the President will transfer it to the De-
partment of Commerce.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PATMAN. I yield.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. . Would
the gentleman advise the House as to
why it should be in the Department of
Commerce and not in the Treasury De-
partment?

Mr. PATMAN. The Treasury Depart-
ment is not in the business of making
lcans at all and is not connected with
the business affairs of the country like
the Department of Commerce. The De-
partment of Commerce is charged with
the duty of advising with both small and
large business—not just small business,
but large business as well. In Mr. Tru-
man’s message you will note he said we
need large business—hbig business—just
the same as small business. The Depart-
ment of Commerce is the logical place
I think to place this agency, much prefer-
able to placing it with the Secretary of
the Treasury. Suppose Mr. Truman
were to change it to the Secretary of the
Treasury. Think how vulnerable he
would be. They would say, “Here is the
President putting them both together
‘and just funneling money right out of
the Treasury of the United States and
turning it over to the RFC to make loans
to everybody in the country.”

He would be very, very vulnerable,
much more vulnerable,

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. The only
thought I had in connection with this is
that the Treasury Department is the De-
partment which administers or has con-
trol of the loans that these banks make,
They are the ones that examine the bank.

Mr. PATMAN. No, I think the gentle~
man is mistaken.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Who
does, then?

Mr. PATMAN. The controller of the

‘eurrency, and also the Federal Reserve
Board and the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation, but not the Secretary of the

Tr
Well,

Mr.,

easury.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin.
then, if we may start all over again, the
people who have had control of the credit
in the national banks, naturally could
work in close harmony with this new set-
up if they guaranteed the loans, because
then it would all be in one department,
is that right?

- Mr. PATMAN. They will work closely

. with them because they will examine the
banks and naturally the bank examiners
will have something to do with the type
of loans they make.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Is not
that the fundamental reason why this
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- the Department of Commerce.
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proposed legislation has merit because
we have had the bank examiner saying
that they should get rid of such-and-
such a loan because they have been car-
rying it long enough, yet with the Gov-
ernment insurance they will not be in a
position to do that.

Mr. PATMAN. They will have an
over-gll policy, I imagine, that will make
sure the loans are safe and bankable
loans, otherwise they will not be accept-
ed. If accepted, of course, they can be
taken out of the portfolio.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. The
gentleman knows during the depression
that was one of the troubles. We had
one Government agency going around to
a bank and saying, “You have a bad loan
there. You have had it too long. You
should liquidate it.”

I can give you cases where it was only
a matter of four or five hundred dollars.

%Ir. PATMAN. I know of cases my-
self.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. And
then they turn right around and another
Government agency says under their
formula they would help on a loan up to
twelve or fourteen hundred dollars.

Mr. PATMAN. Yes; that is under a
different policy. You see, the commer-
cial banks have to be more liquid than
these other institutions.
thlir‘ MURRAY of Wisconsin. I realize
at. y

Mr. PATMAN. And the other insti-
tutions that the gentleman mentioned
can safely carry them because they are
set up to carry them for a long time.
But the commerecial banks are not set up
that way.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. - If this
proposed legislation had been in effect
during the depression we would not need
to have that working to eross purposes
and all the overhead because those loans
could have been guaranteed.

Mr. PATMAN. I think the gentleman
will find when he sees the bill which will
be introduced that it will be just as good
as if it were under the Treasury.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. The
only interest I had, may I say to my
distinguished colleague, was to try to
avoid this working at cross purposes, if
this plan is to be put into effect.

Mr, PATMAN, I know that the gen-
tleman is very sincere. He has demon-
strated that during the years that he
has served in the Congress. His sug-
gestion is very muecl: appreciated. I
hope it is considered. If it is better to
go in the Treasury, it is all right with
1;1;. But Mr. Truman has decided other-

e,

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I do not
want to put my judgment up against the
Treasury or the Commerce Department.
If it is going to be set up I want it to
be set up so that there is some protection
to the bank itself.

Mr. PATMAN. I assure the gentle-
man the bank will be protected.

FOINT 4

Now, point 4 is technical advisory serv-
ices by the Department of Commerce.
There is another reason why it goes in
This bill
will strengthen the technical and mana-
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gerial office provided by the Secrebary of
Commerce.

Also, to undertake research on tech-
nical problems of interest to small busi-
ness. Also, development work on new
products and new processes. In other
words, people who have new ideas have
an opportunity to trv them out.

These proposals will apply to business
fields. The Secretary of Commerce will,
in a large way, do for the small business
of the country the same thing that the
Secretary of Agriculture is doing for the
small and large farmers of the country.

FPOINT &5

Point 5 gives general responsibility for
all these new programs, with one excep-
tion, to the Secretary of Commerce. Su-
pervision over the RFC will be in the Sec-
retary of Commerce. The reorganiza-
tion plan will be forthcoming very soon.
The exception is national investment
companies, to be supervised by the Board
of Governors of the Federal Reserve.
However, the Secretary of Commerce is
to assist in promotion of investment com-
panies, and to advise the Federal Reserve
Board concerning investment compa-
nies. The present authority of the Fed-
eral Reserve banks to make industrial
loans is to be terminated, and the $139,-
000,000 which was turned over to the
Federal Reserve Board in 1934 is to be
restored to the Treasury.

SHOULD RFC BE LIQUIDATED?

I think this is a long step in the right
direction. I know that recently Hon,
Jesse Jones, former Chairman of the
RFC, made a statement that the RFC
should be folded up; it should be termi-
nated; it should be liquidated; it should
go out of business. In the event Congress
did not see fit to liquidate it entirely, that
certainly the 32 local offices should be
liquidated.

I find myself in complete disagreement
with Mr. Jones. At one time I remem-
ber, as a memher of the Banking and
Currency Committee, Mr. Jones was be-
fore our committee and was asking for an
extension of the RFC and its powers.
The gentleman from Connecticut, a
member of the committee, asked Mr.
Jones, “How many loans did you make
the past year?” Mr. Jones said, “Not a
dollar.” This Member from Connecti-
cut said, “Don’t you think it is a good
time to liquidate the RFC? There is no
demand for it. You did not have any
loans last year.”

Mr. Jones’ reply was a good one, as his
replies invariably were. He said, “If we
did not have any loans we need this shot-

‘gun in the corner. We don’t know when

we may need the RFC. We should al-
ways have it available to prevent what
has happened in the past.”

I think his reply was an excellent one.
The 32 offices that he was talking about
are the local offices, like at New Orleans;
Dallas, Tex.; Boston, Mass.; San Francis-
co, Calif.; Seattle, Wash.; Minneapolis;
Chicago—32 all over the country. That
makes it easy for the small-business man
to go to a nearby office to make his ap-
plication. Of course, if you abolish those
offices you would abolish the principal
ggency that makes it easier for the small
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man to be accommodated. The little
man cannot always come to Washington
and pay a b percenter or 50 percenter to
look after his work, although that has
never gotten into the RFC, I am happy
to say, but they have to have somebody
to help them, We must continue to keep
those 32 offices so as to accommodate the
small-business men all over the country
and make it easier for them to get fi-
nancial assistance when they are en-
titled to get it and when they have the
collateral that justifies it.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin, Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield again?

Mr. PATMAN. 1 yield.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin, We
really have a demonstration of the same
principle in connection with the Cooley
Act, have we not?

Mr. PATMAN. What do you mean by
the Cooley Act?

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Under
the Cooley Act, loans on family-type
farms are guaranteed to the bank.

Mr, PATMAN. Oh, yes. I thought
that was the Pace Act.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. No.
That is under the Cooley bill.

When I was home Eastertime I visited
one of those farms in which the local
bank has an interest; and I might say
that the banks in my State have over 10
percent of those guaranteed loans under
the Cooley Act.

Mr. PATMAN. I am glad the gentle-
man mentioned that.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Our
people out there stay at home and work
together; they do not spend their time
fighting you fellows down here in Wash-
ington.

The loan is carefully supervised to
start-with. They do not start the young
fellow out on a worthless piece of land.
We will say he starts out on 80 acres of
good farm land. It will carry a $6,000
loan. There is a precedent for what the
President proposes at this time as far as
small business is concerned.

Mr, PATMAN. I am glad the gentle-
man mentioned that, and I look with
great favor on that act. I thought the
gentleman from Georgia, STEVE PACE, got
that bill through. The authorship of
the bill does not make any difference to
me, but I just knew it as the Pace bill.

Mr, MURRAY of Wisconsin. It is
handled under the Cooley Act.

Mr. PATMAN. The local banks can
keep these loans T or 8 years and then
get their money back with interest.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin, That is
right.

Mr. PATMAN. So they had a guar-
anty there. In my section of the
country these local banks do not want to
carry those loans, but they pool them;
they get 10, 15, or 20, and any insurance
company will take them off their hands
because it is just tailor-made for the in-
surance companies. The insurance com-
panies do not want to have to deal with
each individual applicant; they want
several of them grouped together. The
banks do that servicing and sell them to
the insurance companies, and that
makes it a very fine loan and helpful to
the farmer.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I have
no crystal ball to look into the future,
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but there is considerable sentiment that
these chattel mortgages that go along
in many cases with these farm guaran-
teed loans will ultimately end up as
guaranteed loans so that the individual
farmer does not have to contract all over
the United States when he wants to do
any husiness, but he goes to his local
bank and follows the same procedure
that you propose for the small-business
man whieh, if it is handled carefully, is
surely a step in the right direction.

Mr, PATMAN. Yes; and these farm
loans that the gentleman has just re-
ferred to, I think the reason they have
not been more in favor is because farm-
ers have not been able to buy farms on
reasonable terms, or they cannot buy the
good land that they used to. Something
has got to happen, I do not know what,
to encourage these people with large
land holdings to sell off their land at
good prices but in smaller tracts. If
that is done, this law that the gentle-
man refers to will be more effective; but
because they cannot buy the little farms
now, it is not as effective as we would
like for it to be.

I believe that the bill that will be
introduced next week by Members in
the House and the Senate will carry
out the President’s program. I bhelieve
it will be a long step in the right direc-
tion. It is true that the small-business
man needs more than just credit; he
needs some security and protection as
President Truman often points out; he
needs protection against economic power
that is used to destroy small businesses,
I do not oppose big business because it
is large, necessarily we will have a lot
of big businesses. They are not entitled
to criticism just because they are large,
but they are entitled to criticism if they
are big enough to use their power in a
way to destroy small business and they
do use their power for that purpose; and
if they do that they should be broken up.
In fact, I can name you, for instance,
the case against the A. & P., which is the
most misrepresented case in the news-
papers by the paid advertisers I have
ever heard of. There is a case where a
large concern by reason of its size sold
at a loss in 29 percent of its stores.
You know what would happen if that
were long continued, it would just put
the little man out of business; he could
not meet that kind of competition.
When they are big enough to use their
power for that purpose, and do use it
for that purpose, something should be
done about it.

TESTIMONY BEFORE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE

I am inserting herewith my testimony
before the Committee on the Judiciary of
the House:

STATEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN OF THE SELECT
COMMITTEE ON SMmaLL BusINEss, oN May 10,
1850, BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON THE
STUupY oF MownorPoLY Power (COMMITTEE
ON THE JUDICIARY), IN REsPECT To H. R.
7905, CoNCERNING TREBLE-DAMAGE ACTIONS
UNDER THE ANTITRUST LAWS
It was with very great pleasure that I

accepted the invitation of your distinguished

chalrman to appear before you and to present
my comments on H, R, 7205, which consoli=-
dates various proposals in ald of treble=
damage and related actlons brought under
the antitrust laws and was introduced by
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oze of your own distingulshed members,
Hon. WiNFIELD K. DENTON.

The Select Committee on Small Business,
of which I have the honor to be chairman,
unanimously supports the general purposes
and objectives of this bill, as well as the bulk
of its &ctual provisions. The strengthening
of civil damage remedies under the antitrust
laws is undoubtedly a change in the right
direction. Bilg firms in particular, which
may now violate the antitrust laws with
relative impunity—even with the proposed
increase of antitrust fines to $50,000—might
suffer a change of heart If treble-damage
and related remedies had real teeth in them.,
Moreover, if violations of the antitrust laws
should, as many leaders of the business com-
munity contend, be regarded as economie
offenses, rather than criminal viociations,
any change in the law, partlcularly ss to
damage actions, directed at the violator's
pocketbook or balance sheet, is apt to be
salutary.

SMALL-BUSINESS COMMITTEE'S FOUR BILLS

It has been the considered opinion of all
the members of the Select Committee on
Small Business that, however important and
extensive your committee's general investi-
gation on antimonopoly might be, there were
certain bills of a more piecemeal nature,
sponsored by our committee, which deserved
immediate consideration by the Judiclary
Committee.

The following is a quotation from pages 73
and 73 of the progress report, first session,
of the present Select Committee on Small
Business:

“No matter how important, however, it is
the committee's feeling that investigation
and debate on the over-all question of big-
ness in business and monopoly generally
should not serve to postpone action on bills
immediately needed to strengthen the exist=-
ing antitrust laws. An over-all and drastic
change In the antitrust laws may never take
place. There is respectable opinion, even
in antitrust circles, that the basic antitrust
laws are fundamentally sufficlent and that
the deficiency is in the enforcement of these
laws and in the funds and manpower for
their enforcement. Moreover, even a soO=
called baslc change in the antitrust laws may
not only take a long time to enact but itself
i3 apt to be plecemeal, rather than compre-
hensive and pervasive. Perhaps antitrust
legislation and enforcement must of neces-
sity be approached on a pragmatic and piece=-
meal basis,

“In any event, in the opinion of this com=
mittee, there are certain bills which should
be acted on by the Judiclary Committee as
promptly as possible. Among the bills
which, in this committee’s opinion, should
recelve prompt consideration are:

“H. R. 5139, increasing antitrust fines;

“H. R. 4402, removing gullty corporate
officials;

“H. R. 5117, authorizing United States to
commence treble-damage actions; and

“H, R. 4885, Federal statute of limitations.”

It has been a source of real gratification
on the part of the members of the Select
Committee on Small Business that your
committee has seen fit to give its formal
consideration to the subject matter of three
of the four bills just enumerated, if not
formally to the three bills as such,

1. $50,000 FINES (H. R, 5139)

As to H. R. 5139, increasing antitrust fines
to $50,000, the Judiclary Committee has re-
ported out H, R. 7827, which does the same
thing as our bill and in almost the same
terms, Additional provisions, originally con-
templated by your committee, were dropped,
after I had the honor of presenting my rea-
sons for not including such additional pro-
visions,

2. BARRING CORPORATE OFFICIALS (H, B. 4402)

H. R. 4402, the second bill mentioned in
the quotation just read from our progrest
report, is my bill proposing that corporats
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officials convicted of violating the antitrust
laws should be barred from serving as such
for specified periods. This is the one bill
of the four mentioned in the report which,
80 far as we know, has not received advanced
consideration from your committee. We still
hope that it will.

If the officer of a big corporation knows
that he may be barred from being an officer
for a definite period he may hesitate a long
time before permitting himself to violate the
antitrust laws. And if viclations of the
antitrust laws constitute an economic of-
fense rather than a criminal offense in the
layman’s sense, as has been contended, then
there should be little objection by gulity
corporate officers to a suspension from office,
in lleu of a jail term, which the courts do
not impose in any event.

This bill received unanimous and biparti-
san support from the members of the Select
Committee on Small Business. Moreover, the
principles embodied In the provisions of the
bill were expressly endorsed by the Select
Committee on Small Business for the Eight-
ieth Congress, which recommended the fol-
lowing mandatory penalty:

“Persons found guilty of any of the fore=
going offenses shall be enjoined from serving

* as an -officer or director of any corporation
engaged In commerce in the United States
for a minimum period of years. For second
offenses penalties should be more severe, and
consideration should be given tp permanent
injunction.”

The proposed penalty is analogous to the
suspension of a member’s rights to a stock
exchange seat, by reason of unethical or
unlawful conduct, a penalty developed by
the business community itself. It is also
analogous to suspension or disbarment of
an attorney, or suspension of a license to
practice medicine. It is, moreover, a pen-
alty with real teeth in it—more so, even, than
the $50,000-fine bill which you reported
favorably.

3. UNITED STATES AS PLAINTIFF (H. R. 5117)

H. R. 5117, the third on the list in our
progress report, is our bill authorizing the
United States to commence treble-damage
actions, introduced by Hon. EvGENE J.  KEOGH,
Heretofore, by reason of court decislons, the
United States has not been deemed a proper
party to commence an action for damages by
reasons of violation of the antitrust laws.
The present bill, now under consideration by
your committee, changes this by providing
that the United States may be a party com-
mencing such an action. However, your bill
limits the United States to actual damages,
instead of treble , &8 with a private
plaintiff, While we still feel that the United
States should be entitled to treble damages,
we favor H. R. 7905, allowing the United
States to sue at all, as far as the bill goes,
4. FEDERAL STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS (H. R. 4985)

H. R, 4985, the fourth in our progress re=
port list, as quoted previously is our bill, in-
troduced by Hon. Joe L. Evins, setting up a
Federal statute of limifations for treble-
damage actions and making the statute run
from the time of discovery of conspiracy.
Such a Federal statute of limitations, In
place of the various State statutes and run-
ning from the time of discovery of con-
spiracy, is set up by H. R. 7905, now under
consideration. However, it does not have the
retroactive feature contained in the bill en-
dorsed by our committee.

BILLS 3 AND 4 (H. R. 5117 AND H. R, 4985)

It is the last two of the four bills enumer-
ated In our progress report, as previously
quoted, which directly bear on H, R. 7905, the
bill now under consideration. These two
bills are H. R. 5117, authorizing the United
States to sue, and H., R. 4085, creating a
Federal statute of limitations. Reference to
these two bills makes it possible to give
quotations from the unanimous report of the
Select Committee on Small Business on these
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bills which will make available to your com=
mittee what is in effect comment of our com-
mittee directly applicable to provisions of
H, R. 7905, the bill now under consideration.

SMALL-BUSINESS COMMITTEE COMMENT ON SUITS
BY UNITED STATES (H. R. 5117)

The first quotation will be from page 77 of
our progress report, on H, R. 5117, authorizing
the United States to sue in damage actions,
although it authorizes treble damages for the
United States, which H. R. 7905 rejects. Our
repoert states, In part, as follows:

“There seems to be no good reason what-
ever why Government procurement agencies,
if victimized by price-fixing combinations or
other antitrust violations, should not have
the right to sue for damages. s

“Able lawyers have thought that the Gov-
ernment has this right as a person under
the present law, but the Supreme Court of
the United States decided otherwise, by a
vote of 5 to 3, in United States v. Cooper Cor-
poration (312 U. 8. 600 (1941)). Subsequent
decisions seem to have weakened, and at any
rate have not strengthened, this decision.

“Nevertheless, it seems more salutary for
Congress to act on the matter. Although the
bill would permit the Government to collect
treble damages, it should be borne in mind
that the courts have Dbeen very strict in
treble-damage actions in requiring that a
direct and rather immediate connection be
shown between damages sustained and the
viclation of the antitrust laws.

“The treble-damage civil-action approach
is another method of treating antitrust vio-
lations as economic offenses. It does not
eeek to brand offenders as criminals or to
send them to jall, It simply provides an
economic penalty of sufficient measure to
deter wrongdoers. A treble-damage action
by the United States is much like a civil
action by the Government for a penalty,
the amount of which may exceed actual
damages.

“This bill gives the armed services and the
General Services Administration, inecluding
the Federal Supply Service, an adequate re-
taliatory weapon against competitive prices
matched sometimes to six decimal points,
whether for cement, steel, or any other prod-
uct, resulting from anti-trust~law violations
by illegal use of the basing-point system or
otherwise.”

EMALL-BUSINESS COMMITTEE COMMENT ON FED=
ERAL STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS (H. R. 4285)

There will now follow a quotation from
pages 7T and T8 of the progress report of the
Select Committee on Small Business in re-
gard to H. R. 4685, the bill sponscred by us
proposing a Federal statute of limitations.
You will note in this quotation our reference
to the retroactive feature, which is not con-
tained in H. R. 7905, and the reason we
include the retroactive feature. I gquote:

“The primary purpose of this bill, intro-
duced by Mr. Evins, of the committee, is to
insure that there shall be a uniform statute
of limitations applicable to all Federal courts
80 that the statute of limitations in treble-
damage actions for antitrust violations shall
not commence to run until the plaintiff
learns about the conspiracy, provided the
plaintiffi uses due diligence. The bill also
provides for a uniform period of 6 years ir=
respective of geographical location.

“Because there is no Federal statute of
limitations on treble-damage actions at the
present time, the law of the particular State
applies, which means that not only is there
no uniformity throughout the various Fed-
eral courts, but also that a plaintif may
lose his day in court because the defendants
have succeeded in concealing their conspir-
acy from outsiders. An example of this is
offered by the Burnham Chemical Co., which
brought the matter to this committee,
eventually leading to the introduction of
the bill. It is because of the plight of this
company, against which the present ap=-
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plicable statute has already run, that the
bill also includes section 2 making it retro-
active to a certain extent, The companion
bill in the Benate is 8. 1910.

“The Burnham Chemical Co. was an In-
dependent producer of borax in 1828, hav-
ing produced 1,427 tons of borax from its
Bearles Lake Federal lease during that year,
It had scarcely started production in June
of that year when the price of borax was cut
in half, and by the end of 1928 the price was
one-third of its normal figure. It naturally
lost money on every ton produced and had
to close down. It has been trying to get
back into business ever since.

“e« & % during World War II the Gov=
ernment seized one of the companies, Ger-
man-owned, in the borax industry, and then
discovered for the first time, in the files of
this company, & secret written agreement in
violation of the antitrust laws. Armed with
this evidence, the Government, in 1944, com-
menced its suit against the so-called borax
cartel. The Burnham Co. thereupon
brought & treble-damage action, in 1845;
however, it has been held, in rather exten-
sive litigation, that the action is barred by
the statute of limitations.”

MAIN PROVISIONS OF H. R. 7908

Turning directly to H. R. 7905, the bill
now under consideration, we find that its
provisions can be summarized as follows:

1. Statute of limitations: Under H. R.
7925, section 4 (c) of the Clayton Act, as
amended, would provide for a uniform 6-
year statute of limitations, and the statute
would commence to run from the time of
discovery of conspiracy, with reasonable
diligence. In addition, under the bill sec-
tion 6 (b) of the Clayton Act, as amended,
would provide that the running of the stat-
ute of limitations would be suspended not
only as now provided for in the act, but also
during the pendency of a civil-damage ac-
tion by the Unifed States, which is author-
ized by the bill. This latter provision was
not among those recommended by the Se-
lect Committge on Small Business, which
did not coresider the point.

2. United States may sue for damages:
Under the bill, section 4 (b) of the Clayton
Act, as amended, would permit the United
Btates to sue in a civil-damage action if it
is injured In its business or property by
reason of anything forbidden in the anti-
trust laws. As we have seen, however, the
United States would be limited to actual
damages, whereas our bill permitted the
Unlited States to have treble damages, like
other suitors.

3. Conclusive evidence: Under the bill, sec-
tion 5 (a) of the Clayton Act, as amended,
would provide that final judgments or de-
crees in antitrust proceedings commenced
by the United States, except in new dam-
age actions, will be conclusive evidence
against a defendant in a treble-damage ac-
tion or a United States damage action. This
is in contrast to the present law, the word-
ing of which is presumptive evidence. Our
Select Committee on Small Business did not
make any recommendation on, nor did it
consider, this point; but I fully support
the proposal as made in Mr. DeENTOoN’s bill.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON H. R. 7905

Reviewing the three major changes made
by H. R. 7905, as just outlined, the follow-
ing may be said:

1. Statute of limitations: I, together with
the other members of the Select Committee
on Small Business, am in hearty accord with
the bill's proposed amendment to the Clay-
ton Act providing for a uniform statute of
limitations of 6 years, for treble-damage or
TUnited States damage actions, commencing
to run from the time of discovery of con-
spiracy. This accords with H, R. 49¢5, ap~-
proved unanimously by our committee.

It is perhaps regrettable that the bill does
not include the particular retroactive feature
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included In our bill, but, all things consid=
ered, I am not disposed to press the point.

It might be noted, also, that I am in accord
with the addition to the present tolling
provision proposed by the bill, whereby the
statute of limitations will be tolled during
the pendency of a United States damage
action, as well as other actions by the United
States, as provided for under the present
law.

2. United States may bring damage
actions: All of the members of the Belect
Committee on Smiall Business, including my-
self, are, as reported in our pregress report,
in strong accord with the bill’s proposed
amendment to the Clayton Act authorizing
the United States, as well as private persons,
to commence a civil-damage action for dam-
ages sustained by it as the result of antitrust
viclations., This accords with H., R. 5117,
unanimously approved by cur committee.

However, it does seem regrettable that the
present bill limits the United States to actual
damages, instead of permitting treble dam-
ages, as does our bill. The main justifica«
~tion for penalty damszges is the same,
whether a private person is injured or the
United States is injured. A violator causing
damages to the United States on a large
ecale should not be treated more leniently
than a violator causing damages to a private
person on & smaller scale. Experience shows
that the courts have been very strict in
ascessing damages in treble-damage actions,
in any event. I am therefore taking the
liberty of recommending that the bill under
consideration be amended go as to allow
treble damages to the United States,

3. Conclusive evidence provisions: I am in
hearty accord with the amendment proposed
by the bill whereby a final judgment in a
proceeding brought by the United States,
except a damage action, will be conclusive
evidence in a treble or United States damage
sult, instead of presumptive evidence. I
cannot speak for the Select Committee on
Bmall Business on this point since the pro=
posal has not been brought before it, al-
though my feeling is that our committee
would support this proposal.

COET OR COSTS

In examining the kill under consideration,
I note that proposed section 4 (a) of the
Clayton Act—which your analysis of March
29 states is “virtually a reenactment” of
eection 4, the present provision—does con-
tain what might be construed by the courts
to be a vital change. The proposed subsec-
tion provides for treble damages, plus the
*costs” of the suit 2nd attorney’s fee, instead
of treble damages plus the *“cost” of the suit
and attorney's fee, as now provided for in
section 4 of the Clayton Act.

That the word *“cost” is {He one used in
the present provision of the Clayton Act can
be verified by referring to the Statutes at
Large and 38 Statutes 721 in particular. The
word “cosis” is used, it is true, in the com-
parable provision of section 7 of the Sher-
man Act (26 Stat. 209, 210), which, however,
has in effect been superseded by section 4,

As applylng to the expense of a legal suit,
including attorney’s fees, you will no doubt
agree that “cost” is the better and more
accurate word. There are many cases dis-
tinguishing between ‘“cost” and “costs” of a
legal suit. The term “costs” tends to be lim-
ited to actual legal costs, which are quite
small under our American legal system.
“Cosi” of suit, however, is generally con-
strued to include the actual expense of the
sult, including attorney’s fees.

Inasmuch as the present operating pro-
vision, section 4 of the Clayton Act, actually
uses the word “cost,” and inasmuch as.this
is also the preferable word, it is my respect-
ful recommendation that the present bill be
amended so as to change the word ‘‘costs"
on page 2, line 3, to “cost.”

It may also he noted that I am, of course,
In agreement with the bill's repeal of section
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7 of the Sherman Act which has already
been in effect superseded by section 4 of the
Clayton Act, as already stated. This recom-
mendation, as are my other recommenda-
tions, is subject to any possible technical
objection arising out of the discarding or
changing of tested statutory wording which
might be raised by the Department of Jus-
tice.
ROBINSON-PATMAN ACT

Section 3 of the hill under consideration
provides that the term “antitrust laws” has
the meaning assigned to it by the first sec-
tion of the Clayton Act. In and of itzelf
this is a salutary provision and in the in-
terest of uniformity.

However, it happens that sectlon 3, the
criminal section of the Robinson-Patman
Act, was not; under the terms of that act,
made an amendment to the Clayton Act.
Mocreover, section 3 of the Robinson-Patman
Act has never been added to the list of laws
designated as “antitrust laws" in sectlon 1
of the Clayton Act .

It is true that criminal proceedings pur-
suant to saild section 3, for violation of the
sections of the Robinson-Patman Act which
do not amend the Clayton Act, have been
rare. However, the law is an the books and,
I am reliably informed, at least two prose-
cutions under section 3 of the Robinson-
Patman Act were commenced fairly recentiy.

It is my recommendation, therefore, that
section 3 of the present bill, relating to the
definition of “antitrust laws,” be amended
g0 as to amend section 1 of the Clayton Act
by including section 8 of the Robinson-Pat-
man Act (49 Stat. 1526, 8) in the definition
of “antitrust laws,” as used in the Clayton
Act.

If you agree with my recommendation,
then section 38, the eriminal provision of the
Robinson-Patman Act, will have a direct
application to treble-damage actions and
will be connected with all other Clayton Act
matters where the act refers to antitrust
laws, There is no reason why section 3 of
the Robinson-Faiman Act should not have
this application. -

Of course, this proposal to define section
3 of the Robinson-Patman Act as covered by
the term “antitrust laws” could be accom-
plished by a separate bill to amend the Clay=
ton Act. However, in the interest of expedi-
tion it might well be done in the present
bill.

SUMMARY

By way of summary, it may be stated that
H. R. 7805 is recommended for approval by
your committee, with some qualifications,
the mejor of which are the following:

I. Add the words, “including the United
States,” after “any person,” page 1, line 8.
This will result in giving the United States
treble damages, not merely actual damages.
Also strike out new proposed section 4 (b),
page 2, lines 5§ to 11, as being accordingly
unnecessary. Also strike out *(including an
action brought by or on behalf of the United
Btates) " on page 2, lines 12 and 13 and lines
19 and 20, as also being no longer necessary—
1. e, if “including the United States” is
added as here recommended.

II. Strike out *costs” on page 2, line 3,
and substitute “cost.”

III. Rephrase section 3 on page 4 so that
the definition of "antitrust laws" will in-
clude section 3, the criminal section of the
Robinson-Patman Act.

SPECIAL ORDER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr, Lang] is
recognized for 10 minutes,

(Mr. LANE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his remarks
and that following his remarks made
under special order, he may include a
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brief by the Honorable Paul A. Dever,
Governor of the Commonwealth of Mas-
sachusetts, on the same subject.)

NATURAL GAS FOR ALL OF US EXCEPT
NEW ENGLAND

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, that is the
story, at the moment, as the coal and
railroad interests pull wires to hold bacs
this economic first-aid from New Eng-
land, which is the only remaining in-
dustrial area in the Nation that does
not enjoy the benefits of this cheap fuel.

They are not satisfied with the fact
that both householders and industrial
users in the six- northeastern States are
now penalized by the highest electric-
power rates in the Nation. They want us
to labor under the additional burden of
also paying the highest rates for fuel

A Federal Power Commission hearing
is now under way in Boston on the appli-
cation of the Northeastern Gas Trans-
mission Co. for a certificaie of con-
venience and necessity that will permit
it to bring this sorely needed fuel to the
relief of New England’s homes and fac-
tories.

The monopolists do not want this, or
any other trunkline company, to upset
the status guo controls with which they
are bleeding the economic strength and
enterprise of our region.

Natural gas, which is one-third as
cheap as manufactured gas, is asking for
permission to push its pipelines into
New England, but the spokesmen for
other fuels are trying to block this pro-
gressive move under a smoke scresn of
confusion.

We can begin to enjoy the blessings
of cheap and plentiful natural gas by
next winter if the Federal Power Com-
mission is not fooled by the obstructive
tactics of those who fear fair competition,

I hold no brief for any one company,
but I do plead for the right of New Eng-
land housewives and manufacturers to
have access to this low cost, abundant,
and convenient fuel before living costs
and industrial costs overwhelm them,

I repeat, producers and consumers
alike are being squeezed by prohibitive
eleciric power costs on one side and by
fuel costs which are also the highest in
1tjh§ United States. We must have re-
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The effective utilization of our water-
power resources throuszh a public pro-
egram of development is inevitable, but
it will take time. In the meantime we
can get ample supplies of natural gas
this year to ease the handicaps under
which we are operating if the FPC gives
the green light to the new fuel

- Our Federal Union will be “Balkan-
ized” if the Government of the United
States persisis in a policy of developing
every other region except New England.
This first area of the Nation to become
industrialized is now last when it comes
to sharing the benefits of public power
and natural gas. And the injustice of
the situation is that the Northeastern
States have been overtaxed to bring
backward areas up to a level with New
England and then to surpass it. We are
being taxed to price ourselves out of
the market.

If there is to be reciprocal trade here
at home, among the 48 States, the Fed-
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eral Government and its agencies must
deal fairly with New England,

That we are actually suffering from
diserimination is revealed by these two
brutal facts:

First. Due largely to public power de-
velopments elsewhere, the cost of pur-
chased electric energy in manufacturing
industries in Massachusetts is higher
than any other State in the Union,
closely followed by Connecticut, Rhode
Island, Vermont, and New Hampshire in
that order. Only Maine, which does not
export the hydroelectric energy from its
plentiful water-power resources, enjoys
a low cost-per-kilowatt-hour that en-
ables it to compete on a fair basis with
every other State outside New England.

Second. As the one remaining region
still unserviced by natural gas, our fuel
costs are also the highest in the Nation,
Compared with the West South Cen-
tral States, they are 215 percent higher.

Fuel and electric supercosts force in-
dustries to migrate from New England
and discourage the expansion of existing
ones or the creation of new enterprises.
And they raise the living costs of con-
sumers to the point where left-over in-
come suffers by comparison with more
highly favored regions.

The use of gas is vital to such major
New England industries as textiles, plas-
tics, printing and publishing, paper and
allied products, machinery and metal-
working, food processing, radio tubes,
television, radar eguipment, electrical
equipment and appliances, and the man-
ufacture of electrical machinery. The
high cost of manufactured gas and elec-
tric power put our industries at a com-
petitive disadvantage which narrows the
margin of profit. This in turn leads to
inereasing unemployment which is the
penalty we are forced to pay because, for
some strange reason, our problems do not
capture the fancy of the academic plan-
ners in Washington.

But I should like to serve notice on
them that we in New England are not
going to take a back seat on this issue.
We do not come hat in hand, o plead
for help in saving our present industries.
We need these, of course, but we have
set our sights on an expanding economy
for our region, and we are determined
to share in those new sources of fuel and
power that will make it possible.

It is imperative that we have access
to adequate supplies of natural gas with-
out further delay.

We in New England are fed up with
promises that are not followed through
with effective action.

If the Federal Power Commission
should fail to approve of a life-giving
pipeline to our economy, we shall have
but one recourse left, and that is for the
entire New England congressional dele-
gation to band together in a tight, co-
hesive unit that will vote as such on all
issues with but one thought in mind,
and that is to fight for the welfare of
our region before every other considera-
tion, national or international.

The talking stage is over.

We need and want natural gas as a
starter, not in some vague, post-election
periced, but this year,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Mr. Speaker, I wish to include herein
an economic brief by the Honorable Paul
A. Dever, Governor of the Common-
wealth of Massachusetts, regarding natu-
f:lll &gas for Massachusetts and New Eng-

OUR NEED FOR NATURAL GAS IN MASSACHUSETTS
AND NEw YoRk

(Economlc brief filed by Gov. Paul A, Dever,
of Massachusetts, before Federal Power
Commission)

I. THE UNNECESSARY BURDEN CARRIED BY THE
CONSUMING PUBLIC OF MASSACHUSETTS

In my inaugural address to the General
Court of Massachusetts on January 6, 1949,
I empheasized the fact that “we have wit-
nessed an ever-growing and increasingly
crushing burden on the wage earner due to
the rising cost of the necessaries of life. The
prices of food, fuel, and clothing have con-
tinued to rise above limits already intoler-
able. Gas, electricity, telephone, and trans-
portation exact more and more dollars from
the already overburdened weekly pay check.
In the case of these latter, numerous peti-
tions for additional increases in rates are
presently pending, and each day brings more
demands for still further increases.” A
year later, in my annual message to the gen-
eral court, I called attention to the several
respects in which the economic pocsition of
the wage earner has deteriorated during the
course of the year. This deterioration is es-
pecially marked with respect to fuels and
public-utility services. Within the last 12
months the prices of some consumer gcods
remained constant while others actually de-
creased. But fuel prices and utility rates
continued their seemingly irresistible ad-
vance. When it is recalled that these in-
creases are added to the highest fuel and
electric costs of any area in the United States,
it then becomes apparent that immediate
and decisive action must be taken to correct
a situation which long since has passed the
bounds of the tolerable.

Both in my inaugural address and annual
report I recommended the enactment of leg-
islation to establish a revitalized Commission
on the Necessaries of Life. I proposed that
the new Commission should begin an im-
mediate investigation of the possibilities of
bringing into this Commonwealth by means
of a pipeline a sufficient amcunt of natural
gas to effect reductions in the price of gas.
With the passage of time, the need for natu-
ral gas becomes, if possible, more urgent.
The unhappy consequences for Massachu-
setts’ consumers and Iindustries resulting
from the present exorbitant cost of fuel
nececsitate my personal intervention before
this Commission to petition that authority
be granted at once for the transmission of
natural gas to the Commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts.

The direct savings of millions of dollars
to bz realized by the consuming publie
through first checking and then reversing the
present trend of gas rates are obvlous. Nor
is this the only gain to be derived by our
consumers from the introduction of natural
gas. The freedom of the individual con-
sumer to choose for himself is as basic a con-
dition for the existence of a democratic
economic society as is the freedom of the in-
dividual voter to choose among rival political
candidates a condition for the survival of
political democracy. Political democracy is
destroyed when the voter finds, as he does in
o many dictatorial countries, that there is
but one name on the ballot. In exactly the
same sense economic democracy loses its
meaning when the consumer finds that the
number of alternative goods and services
from which he may choose is arbitrarily re=-
stricted by the monopolistic actions of gov-
ernment or business. For all practical pur-
poses the consumers of our State have no
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real freedom of choice with respect to fuels
for home heating purposes. Ges rates are so
high that only the wealthy can use gas for
this purpose. This situation reminds me of
the days when the right to vote was restricted
to men of property. We in Massachusetts
have observed how frequently consumers in
other States, when allowed the choice, express
a preference for gas over other fuels. We
believe that the cleanliness and convenienca
of gas will exercize a similar appeal to our
consuming public. In any case, it is the in-
dividual’s prerogative in a democratic gcciety
to decide this issue for himself. The welfare
of our consumers is not advanced when either
business or government makes the decision
for the individual. The withholding of nat-
ural gas from the consumers of Massa-
chusetts is an arbitrary, monopolistic re-
straint upon economic freedom. It cannot
be defended on any grounds that are com-
patible with the conditions required for a
healthy economic scciety.

I1I. HOW THE INCREASED AVAILABILITY OF GAS .
WOULD AID MASSACHUSETTS INDUSIRY

It is sometimes asserted that only the con-
sumer would benefit from the transmission
of natural gas to Massachusetts. The charge
comes, of course, from those interests which
wish to continue to deprive our consumers
of the right to use gas. But even if the as-
sertion were correct, it would nevertheless
provide adequate support for our petition.
In the final analysis the sole purpose of eco-
nomic sctivity is the creation of more bene=
fit=—a higher living standard—for the con-
suming public. However, the needs of the
consumer are integrated with the needs of
Massachusetts industry. Our citizens cannot
enjoy the living standards to which they
aspire if industry in our State continues to
be deprived of the opportunities that would
arise from a more adeguate and less costly
supply of gas. Our manufacturers have ex-
pressed their views on this subject in clear
and unmistakable fashion. We refer to the
responses given to a questionnaire sent out
to 633 New England manufacturers by the
Federal Reserve Bank of Boston. The pur-
pose of the survey was to determine what fac-
tors in New England constitute an important
advantage or disadvantage to our manufac-
turers in their competition with preducers
located elsewhere. Of the strictly economic
factors, three were considered by the manu-
facturers to be the greatest net disadvantages
of a New England location. These disad-
vantages were the costs of fuels, t
tion, and electric power, These were the
greatest handicaps to our producers in their
attempts to survive in competition with man-
ufacturers located in other areas. The rapid
epread of natural-gas pipelines to all other
major areas of the Nation constantly in-
creases the competitive disadvantages suf-
fered by Massachusetts producers.

The need of Massachusetts industry for an

. Increased supply of gas at lower cost is evi-

dent not only from the direct testimony of
our manufacturers but is demonstrated as
well by our industrial history for the last 30
years. During this period the industrial
structure of the Commonwealth has been
subjected to constant change. Certain
aspects of this revolution in the pattern of
our industrial life create profound problems,
Two of our principal ind textiles and
leather—have steadily reduced the amount of
employment they offer to our workers. The
decline of these major industries continues
into the present. Within the last 12 months
10,000 jobs were lost in the city of Fall River
alone, This was not merely a temporary loss
of employment occasioned by a momentary
decrease in business activity. The transfer
of textile operations to other areas means
that these jobs are lost forever. New Bedford
and other cities heavily dependent upon tex-
tiles or leather have suffered comparable
losses. In 1949 a contraction in new textile
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and ehoe orders produced large-scale unems-
ployment throughout Massachusetts and New
England. The number of applications for
compensation and relief exceeded those in
any other area of the country. This is a
vicious cirele. Should unemployment de-
velop, then Government expenditures and
taxes would rise as a result, Higher taxes do
not encourage the establishment of new
plants or the expansion of existing ones.
These are some of the features of a problem
with which we in Massachusetts have lived
for a long time.

Fortunately the transformation of our
economy has a brighter side. Over the years
the employment lost through the contrac-
tion of some of our basic industries has been
offset by the expansion of other industries.
Only by the continuation of this process can
we hope to absorb in new employments the
workers who must find other employment
due to the long-run readjustment of our
industrial structure. For this reason we
must improve the locational advantages of

- Massachusetts in every possible way. Among
the specific improvements which can be made
immediately is an increase in the supply and
a reduction in the cost of gas.

I want to illustrate in very specific terms
the role gas plays in the industrial develop-
ment of Massachusetts. Our metal work-
ing and machinery industries have their
origins in the colonial period. Throughout
the decades they have grown steadily until
today they are a major employer of workers
in our State. In a hundred different ways
these industries use gas as a tool in manu-
facturing operations.

In the 1880's the manufacture of electrical
machinery and equipment was initiated in
the Thomson-Houston plant in Lynn., It was
from this plant, under the guidance of Mas-
sachusetts businessmen, that the General
Electric Co. developed. One cannot state
fully all the benefits derived by our citizens
from the growth of the electrical manufac-
turing industry. Today thousands of our
workers are dependent upon it for employ-
ment and thousands more benefit from it in
a less direct fashion. Gas plays a very im-
portant part in the production operations
of this industry. Had it not been for the
high cost and limited availability of gas
our’ share of the industry would be even
greater than it is. Various branches of the
industry located in other sections due to
superior fuel advantages there.

Printing and publishing is a major Mas-
sachusetts industry. Through the years it
has enjoyed a slow but steady growth. Its
high-speed rotary presses employ gas for dry-~
ing purposes. Our paper industry, one of
the oldest and most substantial industries
in the State, is now exploring the possibili-
ties of gas for drying purposes. This ap-
Pplication of gas has been proved successful
in other areas. To this list of major Massa-
chusetts industries can be added many others

that are engaged in the preparation of food, .

the manufacture of instruments, the pro-
duction of plastics, and so on virtually
without limit,

In a very real sense the industries singled
out for speclal reference may be sald to have
saved the Massachusetts economy from catas-
trophe. These are the Industries whose de-
velopment has filled the gap left by the grad-
ual decline of the textile and leather indus-
tries. They have provided employment for
thousands of workers who otherwise would
be unemployed or forced to migrate to other
areas. We in Massachusetts are most grate-
ful that the gap was filled. I® is a funda-
mental objective of our policy to prpvide our
industries with every possible advantage so
that they may continue to grow and prosper
in Massachusetts. We cannot concelve how
ever-rising gas rates are consistent with this
objective. We have every confidence that
the leather and textile Industries will be sta-
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bilized in their Massachusetis location. Our
shoe industry, although it employs fewer
workers <than in years past, produces more
shoes with a greater market value than in
any previous period. Today, it is a more pro=
ductive industry and as a result is much bet-
ter prepared to survive the competitive strug-
gle. Through the years the woolen industry
has demonstrated that it 1s well adapted to
its present location. Nylon, orlon, and other
new materials give every promise of stimulat-
ing output and unemployment in mills for-
merly devoted to cotton textiles. The ex-
pansion of our rayon production in recent
years suggests the potentialities of the newer
materials. For many years gas has been an
indizpensable tool in the singeing of cloth,
Revolutionary and highly productive inno-

vatlons in the drylng of cloth are currently

being introduced in the textile industry, We
are resolved, since gas can be used in these
new operations, that the producers in our
State shall not suffer due to the unattractive
terms upon which gas i3 presently available.

Up to this point I have referred only to
well-established industries which have been
with us for many years. With the end of the
war, a whole new era began in Massachusetts,
Let us look at some of the industries which
are now emerging as important elements in
the State's economy, We have firms pi-
oneering in the construction of instruments
for control engineering. One firm launched
the production of an entirely new line of
products which inecludes polaroid glass, a
radically different kind of camera and a new
type of film. A Boston concern was the first
to find industrial applications for atomic ma-
terials and now manufactures instruments
and chemicals in the field of radioactivity.
Other companies are pioneering in the devel-
opment and manufacture of electrostatic
generators, precision research apparatus for
nuclear physics, spectrochemical instruments
for the chemical analysis of metals and gases,
improved types of flexible tubing, high preci-
sion mechanical, hydraulic, and electrical
devices, radar equipment for industrial and
domestic use and many other novel products
of which the public is not yet aware. In
some of the new industries gas is preferred
to other fuels because of its convenience and
control features. In other instances, gas is
an indispensable agent in the production
process, It must be used regardless of cost.

The significance for Massachusetts of these
postwar industries is beyond expression.
Not for a moment can we tolerate the
thought that they might move elsewhere
due to the unfavorable fuel situation in
our State. Immediate and favorable action
upon an application for the transmission
of natural gas is the best guaranty that we
can have that these industries will not trans-
fer their activities to other areas.

Through these brief 1illustrations I have
attempted to convey an idea of the extent
to which gas is needed In Massachusetts in-
dustry. By this limited means we cannot
adequately measure the full extent of our
need for larger and less expensive fuel sup-
plies, The full measure of our need becomes
apparent only when viewed In terms of the
long-run transformation of our industrial
structure. This transformation has brought
with it the basic problem of developing new
industries to replace declining ones. Failure
in this venture means that a substantial
proportion of our citizens might have to mi-
grate to other areas or go unemployed. Here
we have the basic and compelling need to
improve the locational advantages of our
Btate. Here, also, we have the most funda-
mental expression of the need to lmprove
the fuel situation in Massachusetts,

In no other area of the Nation has there
yet occurred the far-reaching industrial
transformation we have experienced in Mas-
sachusetts for the last 30 years. Conse-
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quently our problems are not always under=
stood by persons from other areas. I have,
therefore, devoted the following sections of
this petition to a more detalled analysis of
the nature of cur hasic economic problems
and to an explanation of their causes.

The economy of Massachusetts is inte-
grated with the economies of our neighbot
New England States. A list of the 10 major
New England manufacturing industries co-
incides exactly with the 10 major industries
of Massachusetts. Industries cross State
lines, as do the operations of individual com-
panies. Our centers of population are fre-
quently dispersed over State borders and are
dependent upon common indusiries. The
Providence-Fall River-New Bedford metro-
politan area, for example, contributes to the
welfare of both Rhode Island and Massa-
chusetts, For all theee reasons, we have
made repeated references in the following
sections to the other New England States.

III. THE BASIC MASSACHUSETITS PROBLEM

We have indicated how for the last 30
years the Massachusetts economy has bheen
undergoing a process of profound structural
change. During this peried major Massa-
chusetts industries have fallen from their
former preeminent positions, In these in-
dustries there has been a substantial de-
crease In the number of operating companles
and a resultant loss of employment oppor=
tunities for our citizens. However, over
the same perlod of years, many new indus-
tries developed and these provided new op-
portunities to replace those lost through the
decline of the old industries. In terms of
employment the forces of growth and ex-
pansion have on balance more than offset
those of contraction and decline.  As a re-
sult more persons are employed in all Massa-
chusetts industry today than were employed
80 years ago. Despite this currently happy
outcome the outlines of the basic Massa-
chusetts problem are clearly evident. If for
any prolonged period of time, the forces of
contraction should prove more powerful than
those of growth, then Massachusetts must be
prepared to face the Inevitable consequences,
Should this possibility prove to be a reality,
we would have either a large volume of un-
employment or a large scale migration of
our citizens to other areas, Neither of these
alternatives is acceptable to us. It is for
these reasons that we In Massachusetts wel-
come any new development which promises
to expand the range of industrial opportu-
nity available to Yankee enterprise. To the
extent that any new development promotes
the forces of expansion on the one hand or
reverses those of contraction on the other
it will contribute to the solution of the basic,
Massachusetts problem.

Employment trends in Massachusetits and
New England

An idea of the magnitude of the problem
created by the secular contraction of selected
manufacturing industries can be obtained
from a study of the employment situation
in the textile, leather and lumber industries,
In 1919 these three industries afforded em-
ployment to approximately 685,000 persons
in New England. By 1949 less than 375,000
individuals found employment in the com-
bined industries, During this period em-
ployment opportunities in textiles, leather
and lumber were extinguished at an average
rate of 10,000 a year. Between 1919 and
1939 employment in all New England manu-
facturing Industries decreased from 1,509,000
to 1,121,000, a net loss of jobs at an average
rate for the period in excess of 19,000 a year.
A part of this total loss can be traced to the
lower level of business activity in 1938 which
characterized the Natlon as & whole as well
as the New England States. Nevertheless,
as the employment figures for 1849 indi-
cate, at least half of the loss in manufactur-
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ing employment In our area is due to the
long run decline of activity in textiles,
leather, lumber and other industries. By
1947, due in part to the stimulus of war
and postwar conversion, total manufacturing
employment in New England had risen con-
* giderably above the 1939 level, although it
still fell short of the volume achieved
in 1919. Employment in all manufacturing
industries has again declined from the high
1947 level. In January, 1950, approximately
150,000 fewer jobs were available in manu-
facturing than had been provided in 1947,

Among the New England States, Massa-
chusetts is the largest employer of manu=
facturing labor. Between 1919 and the pres-
ent employment trends in Massachusetts
conformed to the general New England pat-
tern. However, the severity of the decline in
the volume of manufacturing employment
between 1819 and 1039 was markedly greater
in our State than in the rest of New England.
Whereas employment in this period decreased
by 19 percent in the other New England
States, it fell by 31 percent in Massachusetts.
The net effect of these decreases was to re-
duce the Massachusetts share of the total
New England manufacturing population,
Fifty-three out of every 100 New England
manufacturing employees—as opposed to
employees in all industries—were engaged by
Massachusetts concerns in 1019, while 49 out
of every 100 were so employed in 1889. In
this period the greater part of the burden of
adjusting to the dislocation of the textile
and leather industries fell upon Massachu-
setts. Contraction in the Massachusetts
branches of these industries was the primary
cause of the greater severity of the fall in
our manufacturing employment. Between
1939 and 1947 employment recovered by ap-
proximately the same percentage amount (32

. percent) in our State as in the other New
England States. Since the latter date man-
ufacturing employment has fallen off by
gomewhat less than 10 percent both in Mas-
sachusetts and New England.

There is a second aspect to our problem of
maintaining full employment in New Eng-
land. Each year, as a result of population
growth, new additions are made to the New
England working population. Eetween 1920
and 1946 employment in all New England
nonagricultural industries—manufacturing
and nonmanufacturing allke—rose at an
average rate of approximately 82,000 annual-
ly. This figure does not measure the total
yearly increase of new workers, for in stated
years all those seeking work were not sue-
cessful in finding it. The figure may be
taken as a minimum estimate of the annual
increase in our working population on the
assumption that no substantial change oc-
curs in the rate at which our population
grows.

The basic Massachusetts problem would
be complicated enough if it consisted of
nothing more than creating a sufiicient num-
ber of jobs to absorb each year's supply of
new workers. But, as we have seen, we have
the additional task of providing for the re-
employment of those workers who have lost
their jobs because of fundamental changes
in the industrial structure of our economy.

The persistent challenge to the ingenuity
of the residents of Massachusetis is how to
create adequate employment opportunities
for the thousands of workers who annually
seek employment. Our community is fully
aware of the extent and serlousness of the
challenge, For many years individuals,
business assoclations, community groups
and Government organizations have sought
to create conditions more favorable to the
development of new concerns and industries
in this region. On balance these efforts
have been successful. Massachusetts has
much to offer new enterprises. In response
to these advantages, companies from other
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areas have moved here or established branch
plants. Within Massachusetts many new in-
dustries have been created. While we are
fully cognizant of the attractiveness of our
State as an industrial location, we are aware
also of the fact that all attempts to foster
the industrial development of our area con=
front and, in some cases, are limited by cer=
tain immutable physical factors. Among
these are two of particular importance.
Massachusetts 1s not richly endowed with
many of the raw materials required in im-
portant sectors of modern industry. Geo-
graphically our State is not advantageously
placed with respect to the sources where
some of these raw materials must be ac-
guired. The existence and importance of
these factors make it imperative that every-
thing possible be done to improve Massa=
chusetts’ position with respect to those other
factors over which a degree of control can
be exercised. Every effort must be directed
toward minimizing the relative disadvan-
tages suffered by Massachusetts as compared
with other areas. A concerted attempt must
be made to broaden the range of industrial
opportunity open to the Massachusetts
producer.

The significance of natural gas to the
Massachusetts economy

It is with respect to these imperative neces-
sities of the Massachusetts economy that the
propesed introduction of natural gas derives
its fundamental significance. Natural gas, as
such, will not give this reglon an advantage
over other areas. At best its introduction is
merely a step in the direction of correcting
existing disadvantages. Other sections of the
country have enjoyed the benefits of natural
gas for many years. More recently these ad-
vantages have been conferred upon all other
areas of the Nation with the scle exception of
New England. In particular, the introduc-
tion of natural gas into the Middle Atlantic
Btates, where many of our most active and
direct competitors are located, constitutes a
real threat to the stability of employment in
Massachusetts industry.

The importance of natural gas as a means
of increasing the range of industrial oppor-
tunity in Massachusetts cannot be fully de-
termined at this time, Evidence has been
presented to illustrate the utility of gas in
various regional manufactures. I have no
doubt that a considerable volume of addi-
tional testimony could be offered to demon=-
strate how known gas technology could be
applied In our industries once an adequate
supply of gas is made avallable. But such
testimony would not bring out the full po-
tentialities this fuel holds for our economy.
I have no sympathy for the contention some-
times made that gas in Massachusetts has
only a very limited industrial use. At one
time or another exactly the same argument
was made with respect to coal and oil, I feel
reasonably certain that 90 years ago Colonel
Drake, upon initiating the commercial pro-
duction of oll in America, never visualized
more than a very esmall part of the tremend-
ous industrial developments that were to re-
sult from his discovery. I doubt that the
imaginative horizon of any of his contempo-
raries was any broader, Today the industrial
applications of atomiec energy are largely un-
known, Yet there are few persons who would
argue that the development of atomic energy
in all its aspects should be abandoned.

In estimating the Industrial possibilities
inherent in natural gas, allowances must be
made for all the new uses which may be
found for it within the unique New England
industrial structure. It is highly unlikely
that other areas with their different Indus-
trial structures have developed and exploited
all the possible uses of gas. While from
nature our area has Inherited lccational and
resource disadvantages, through science our
States have acquired important advantages,

6953

The university and Industrial laboratories
of Massachusetts make this the research
capital of the world. They create new tech-
niques and products on a scale which is not
surpassed in any cther State of the Union.
Of all the benefits promised by the increased
avallability of gas in Massachusetts, none is
of greater significance than the prospect it
holds of expanding the range of industrial
opportunity open to Yankee enterprize.

IV. THE CHARACTERISTIC MANUFACTURING
INDUSTRIES OF MASSACHUSETTS

A more detailed understanding of why the
introduction of natural gas is so lmportant
to the stability of the Massachusetts econ-
omy can be obtained from an analysis of the
structure of our economy. A comparison be-
tween the United States and Massachusetts
shows that in Massachusetts the percentage
of all employees engaged in manufacturing
industries is very much higher than for the
Nation as a whole. The large percentage of
the work force occupied in manufacturing is
the most characteristic feature of our eco=-
nomic structure. Table 1 presents the per-
centage distribution among 10 principal in-
dustry groups of employed persons in the
United States and Massachusetts for the year
1840. Comparable data are also given for the
other New England States. From the statis-
tics of table 1 it can be seen that 23 cut
of every 100 employed persons in the
United States are engaged in manufacturing
activities while 19 out of every 100 employees
are cccupied In agriculture, forestry, and
fishing. In contrast, 87 out of every 100
Massachusetts employees derive their salaries
or wages from manufacturing occupations
whereas only 8 out of every 100 are simi-
larly dependent upon agriculture, forestry,
and fishing. The exceptional degree of our
dependence uron manufacturing explains
why we must do everything within our power
to maintain the competitive strength of these
industries.

Table 2 ranks the major manufacturing
industries of Massachusetts according to
their relative importance in the economy of
the State. The measure of importance is the
one used previously; namely, the percentage
of all employed persons in the SBtate that is
engaged in the given industry. For compar-
ative purposes there is placed to the left of
each industry group the percentage for the
United States as a whole.

An examination of the information con-
tained in table 2 suggests that a broad dis-
tinction may be drawn between the indus-
trial structures of southern and northern
New England. In the southern New England
States, the machinery, metallurgical, and
transportation equipment industries form an
important part of the industrial structure.
In the northern New England States a group
of substantial manufacturing industries is
based upcn forestry preducts. Thus the
paper, logging, furniture, and lumber indus-
tries absorb 10.4 percent of Maine's em-
ployed population, while in New Hampshire
and Vermont 9.1 and 6.4 percent, respectively,
of the employed populations are so occupied.

The industrial structure of Massachusetts
ghares . the characteristics of its neighbor
States. Throughout all the New England
States one ubiquitous industrial pattern is
encountered. Either the textile or the leath-
er industry is the first or second most im-
portant industry in every State with the sole
exception of Connecticut where textiles rank
fourth in importance.

We noted previously the major decline
in the volume of manufacturing employment
which occurred in Massachusetts during the
period 1919-1939, In that period employ-
ment contracted by 32 percent or at an aver-
age rate of 1.6 percent annually. Over the
20-year period employment opportunities
were lost at a rate of more than 12,000 a
year, The greater part of this loss can be
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traced to the decline of our textile and
leather industries. Yet, even following the
drastic liquidation of textile and leather
concerns, these industries remszin as the
principal sources of wages and salarles for
Massachusetts employees. Our past expe-
riences have demonstrated to us the disas-
trous possibilities inherent in the delicate
balance between the forces of economic ex-
pansion and contraction in Massachusetts.
We were reminded of these unpleasant pos=-
sibilities in 1940 when large scale unems-
ployment developed in the textile and leather
industries. Our changing industrial struc-
ture creates the need for offsets to the threat-
ening flood of unemployment whose source is
to bz found in the declining industries of
our State. Any new supply of materials or
fuels which can be made available to New
England in greater guantity or at a lower
cost must be welcomed for the prospect it
holds of widening the range of industrial
opportunity.

V. COMMON CHARACTERISTICS OF MAJOR MASSA=
CHUSETTS AND NEW ENGLAND MANUFACTURING
INDUSTRIES

Not every type of industry can locate in
Massachusetts or New England and hope to
survive. As a general rule, industries which
consume large quantities of raw materials—
as opposed to semi-manufactured materials—
will not find that this is an advantageous
location. The reasons for this have heen
mentioned before. Our area is not richly
endowed with the raw materials of modern
industry. Industries in other areas are bet-
ter sltuated with respect to supplies of raw
materials and, consequently, enjoy a relative
advantage in transportation costs. The data
of table 3 provide a basis for ascertaining
the common characteristics of the major
manufacturing industries. The Iindustry
groups listed therein are those used in the
census of manufacturers. In the first col-
umn information is provided on the ratlo
of the cost of materials to the valus of
product for each industry in the United
States. For all industries material costs
amount to 656.6 percent of the value of
products. Each industry is ranked in the
first column according to the ratio its
material costs bear to the value of its prod-
ucts. Thus in the Industry designated prod-
ucts of petroleum and coal material costs
constitute 77.1 percent of the value of the
product while in the printing and publishing
industry such costs amount to only 31.5
percent of the value of the product. From
this column we can determine the relative
importance of materlal costs to the several
industries of the United States. By compari=
son we can discover the extent to which Mas-
sachusetts and New England industries are
heavy, light or average consumers of mate-
rials.

Nine major New England industries are
indicated by the letter “X" in the second
column of table 3. In January 1950, these
nine industries accounted for 76 percent of
all Massachusetts manufacturing employ-
ment and for 71 percent of such employ-
ment in New England. The proportion of
the Massachusetts working population em-
ployed in each of these industries exceeds
the national average. (See table 2.) With
the exception of the food industry, the same
condition holds for New England as a whole,
The data presented provide the basis for
& number of conclusions concerning the
characteristics of the major Massachusetts
and New England industries.

The major Massachusetts and New Eng-
land industries as indicated in the second
column of table 3 divide into two groups.
Those in the first group have the common
characteristic that the ratio of material costs
to value of product is above the average
ratio (56.6 percent) for all Industry groups
in the United States. With the exception
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of the leather Industry they share a second
characteristic. The food, apparel and paper
industries derive thelr prinecipal materials
from local New England sources, Locally
supplied pulp wood is available to the paper
industry. The food industry processes the
raw milk, fruits, vegetables, poultry and
fish produced by New England agriculture
and fisheries, and the apparel industry com-
pletes the fabrication of semimanufactured
goods derived from the textile industry. One
other factor plays an important role in the
location of the food industry, The produc-
tion of bakery products is necessarily ori-
ented with respect to the final market for
those products. Only the leather and leather
products industry appears as an apparent
exception to these locational principles., Ac-
tually, it is not an exception for the indus-
try has been in a period of decline for over
30 years.

The second group of major Massachusetts
and New England industries have very low
material-value ratios. They are also the
expanding industries of the area. While
materials imported from other regions are
used in these industries, the materials con-
stitute a relatively small part of the value
of the products preduced. The material-
value ratio in the textile industry approaches
more nearly the ratios prevailing in the
first group., The raw materials are derived
almost exclusively from other regions. All
available data support the conclusion that
a conditlon for an industry's survival and
expansion In Massachusetts and in the other
New England States is a comparatively low
material-value ratio, unless local raw mate-
rials can be relled upon or unless the prod-
uct 1s necessarily oriented toward the ulti-
mate consumer. Changes in raw material
sources and technolcgy can alter the effect
of these general conclusions. New techni-
cal processes may reduce the transporta-
tion disadvantage of our location with re-
spect to raw material sources. The develop-
ment of new raw material sources—particu-
larly when water transportation is in-
volved—may place Massachusetts midway
between raw material and consumer mar-
kets. Given these developments which are
already beyond the stage of anticipation,
the increased availability of lower cost fuel
becomes even more crucial as a determin-
ing factor in our economic growth.

In the third column, the ratio of wages
end salarles to value of product is pre-
sented for each of the several industries,
For the country as a whole, wages and sal-
arles represent 20.5 percent of the value of
manufactured products. In seven of our
nine major industries the ratio exceeds 20.5
percent, In other words, New England spe-
cializes in those industries where labor costs
are a comparatively large part of the value
of preducts and where materlal costs are a
relatively small part of the value of prod-
ucts.

VI. THE HIGH COST OF FUEL IN MASSACHUEETTS
AND NEW ENGLAND

Fuel costs are higher in New England than
in any other area of the United States, Com-
parative cost data for the several regions of
the United States are presented in table
4, For the Nation as a whole the average
cost of a million B. t. u. of fuel was 15.8
cents in 1939. In Massachusetts the cost
was 26 percent above the national average
or 19.9 cents per milllon B. t. u. Fuel costs
here exceeded those in the West South Cen-
tral States by over 200 percent. What is
of more significance for the welfare of our
economy 18 the difference between our fuel
costs and those of our closest competitors.
The manufacturing industries of the Mid-
dle Atlantle States provide direct compe-
tition for all nine of the major Massachu-
setts industries indicated in table 3. In
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this competition we are handicapped by
fuel costs that are 24 percent above those
of the Middle Atlantic area.

The relationship between the quantity of
fuel consumed in industry and its price is
demonstrated by the data given in table 4.
In the West South Central States, where
fuel could be obtained at & cost of 68
cents per million B. t. u., 1,846,000,000
B. t. u. were used per wage earner. In New
England, where fuel costs were 215 percent
higher, only 299,000,000 B. t.u. were used
per wage earner. Consumption per wage
earner in the West South Central States
exceeded that in New England by 550 per-
cent. On the same basis, consumption in
the Nation as a whole exceeded that in
New England by 128 percent. The statisti-
cal data support a familiar proposition in
economics, namely, that the quantity of any
commodity demanded decreases with an in-
crease in its price.

VII. THE HIGH COST OF ELECTRIC ENERGY IN
MASSACHUSETTS AND NEW ENGLAND

Massachusetts and New England suffer
even greater disadvantages in the cost of
electric energy than in the cost of fuels,
Table 5 presents the relevant data for the
several principal areas of the United States,
The cost of electric energy in Massachusetts
exceeded the national average by 47 percent,
Our costs were 53 percent above those of
our principal competitors in the Middle At-
lantic States and 260 percent higher than
those of the State with the lowest costs.

The relationship between the kilowatt-
hour cost of electric energy and the kilowatt-
hour consumption per wage earner is of the
same form ag that established for fuels. Con-
sumption per wage earner in the United
States exceeded consumption in Massachu-
getts by 80 percent. On the same basis, con-
sumption in the Middle Atlantic States was
80 percent higher than in Massachusetts,
OQOutside of New England, only two States In
the Union, Florida and New Mexico, con-
sumed less electric energy per wage earner
than Massachusetts. 1

Developments in the flelds of fuels and
electric energy since 1939 have increased the
cost disadvantages suffered by Massachusetts,
Two developments are of particular impor-
tance. Public power projects In several areas
have Increased the spread between electric
energy costs in those areas and in Massachu-
setts. Lower fuel costs in other regions have
resulted from the introduction of natural gas,
Massachusetts has not enjoyed the benefits
resulting from either of these developments.
To the contrary, our manufacturers have con-
fronted steadily rising fuel and electric en-
ergy costs. The practical effect of these ex-
tremely unfavorable fuel and electric energy
costs is to preclude any possibility of estab-
lishing industries in Massachusetts which
are even moderately heavy consumers of fuel
and energy. This is a highly effective way by
which to limit the freedom of our industry
to develop.

VIII. THE TRANSMISSION OF NATURAL GAS TO
MASSACHUSETTS WOULD PROMOTE THE GROWTH
OF INDUSTRY
Our intent in presenting the foregoing ma-

terial is to show how an increased supply of

less costly gas can contribute to the solution
of the basic problem we confront. The ques-
tion of whether or not natural gas should be
transmitted to Massachusetts cannot be de-
termined by a mere list of the concerns which
currently use gas in their operations. We be-
Heve the test of current use is both inade-
quate and misleading. Applied, for example,
to the fleld of atomic materials and energy
it would establish, since the present uses
of atomic materials and energy in industry
are exceedingly limited, the absurd conclu-
slon that efforts to increase the availability
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of these factors should be abandoned. Ap-
plication of the same criterion to Massachu=
getts industry in 1900 would have resulted in
equally misleading conclusions, Since that
time our economy has been transformed by
the development of mew industries which
make an extensive use of gas in their opera-
tions, (See table 6.) In the present case
erronecus conclusions are certain to result
from applying the current use test. We sub-
mit that the need for transmitting natural
gas to Massachusetts is entirely conclusive
when viewed against the background of our
changing induvstrial structure. Rather than
locking solely at the number of concerns
currently using gas we must look at the di-
rection in which our economy is tending
to grow. We must consider the manner in
which an increased supply of this fuel at
lower cost would complement other factors
which promote the expansion of our industry,

From the material presented in the pre-
ceding sections a number of conclusions can
be formed concerning the characteristics of
both the expanding and contracting indus-
tries in Massachusetts and New England. As
& general rule, successful business ventures
in Massachusetts are ones in which labor
costs constitute an important part of the
value of the product produced. Our expand-
ing industries make an increasing use of
highly skilled, technical labor. These fea-
tures are particularly notable in the cases
of those industries, such as machinery and
electrical equipment, which developed dur-
ing the period of maximum decline in the
textile and leather industries. They are
even more characteristic of the new, post-
war industries, whose typical manufactur-
ing operations are often only one stage re-
moved from laboratory work.

A second factor determining the success
or fallure of business ventures in Massa-
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chusetts the most immediate and promising
method by which the expansion of our in-
dustries can be promoted at this time.

IX, OTHER CONSIDERATIONS OF VITAL IMPORTANCE
TO MASSACHUSETTS

To this point we have been primarily con=
cerned with the promise natural gas holds
for stimulating the development of Massa-
chusetts manufacturing industry. There are
two other respects in which the introduction
of natural gas would contribute to the pro-
motion of our interests.

The living standards of Massachusetts
workers are closely related to this problem.
Money wage rates today are determined in
part by the cost of living. We in Massa=
chusetts take pride In the relatively high
wages earned by our workers. But it must
be noted that relative wage rates between
two areas do not always measure the actual
regional differences in living standards. A
worker's living standard is not raised when
his wage rate is Increased merely as a means
of compensating for higher living costs. By
virtue of this action, the worker derives no
benefit. Indirectly, however, he may be
seriously injured by it. When increases in
wage rates are only a consequence of higher
living costs in a given area, they result ulti-
mately in pricing the labor of that area out
of the national market. Employment under
these conditions is certain to contract. We
in Massachusetts have every reason to be
seriously concerned over this problem, Our
grounds for concern are obvicus. This is
especlally so in the case of consumer fuel
costs. Due to severe winters, fuel costs are
a very important part of family budgets in
our State. The Bureau of Labor Statistics
of the United States Department of Lahor
publishes a consumer’s price index derived
from data collected in 35 large cities of the
United States. Three New England cities
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ceive payments. When the same producers
purchase raw cotton from other regions, they
make payments, Whether our payments to
other areas for all purposes exceed or fall
short of payments made to us is a matter of
great importance. For a number of years
Massachusetts’ payments to other regions
have exceeded the payments made to us. In
short, we have an unfavorable balance of
payments with the rest of the United States.
Today this is referred to as a dollar shortage,
and we are as concerned with our dollar
shortage as the Europeans are with theirs.
A decrease in the price of raw cotton would
mean that our textile manufacturers could
obtain the same quantity of cotton by mak-
ing a smaller total payment for that purpose.
To this extent our unfavorable balance
would be reduced. Exactly the same situa-
tion exists with regard to fuels. With very
minor exceptions all fuel consumed in Mass-
achusetts is imported from other regions.
A reductlon in fuel prices would reduce the
payments we would need to make to those
regions and thus aid in bringing about a
more favorable balance.

Massachusetts cannot maintain an un-
favorable balance of payments without limit,
It cannot, in other words, continue to buy
more than it sells. The continued drainage
of funds from our area would reduce the
abllity of Massachusetts industry to pay
higher wage rates at the very time when
higher rates must be paid in order to com-
pensate for rising living cests. The proposal
to bring ndtural gas to Massachusetts is the
most specific and valuable suggestion yet
mac? for the correction of this situation.

TasLe 1.—Percentage distribution among
industry groups of employed persons in
the United States and Massachusetts,
1940

chusetts is the ratio of materials cost to the are Included in the index. By November 15,
value of the product. For one group of suc- 1949, the index of fuel costs for the United New England States
cessful industries the material-value factor States as a whole stood at 139.1, Fuel costs
is not important. This group derives its in all three New England cities exceeded the e
raw materials from local sources. Thus the national average by a very conslderal amount, Bla 2 )
paper, food, and apparel industries are based  The index of fuel costs rose to 163.8 in Man- 8 2 *é F
upon the use of locally available material chester, N. H., to 154.4 in Boston, Mass., and ﬁ B g 2 Bl
supplies. Many of our newest industries to 151.1 in Portland, Maine. Ranked accord- T 8| £ 2 m|E
gain an advantage from access to virtually ing to the magnitude of these costs Man- Z 7 ZlE|2 |8 |E
unlimited sources of scientific and technical chester, Boston and Portland were second, = = = S I
advice, Aside from these cases, the expand-  third and fifth among the 85 cities included
ing industries of Massachusetts are charac- In the survey. If domestic consumers in AT hdusied (e
terized by the low ratio of material costs to  OUr State were to use an amount of electric cent of United States
value of product and by the relatively small lgemgﬂ&‘};{:rg m ;hﬁd m:;ntemm;; l?f tatabl o 100.0| 3.4] 0.6{ 1.5 0.6} 0.4| 0.3
cons’ ion el ctric ener ARG, ISy WO o
waseu::ger. g:umavn}gr:ie succossful busl-  Tequired to pay the highest electric rates in g e g
the United States. This is a type of distine- ¢ 1
ness operation requires an above-average tate total):
tion which New England can ill afford. Since 1, Agriculture, for-

economy in the use of all those materials  N,uemper 1949, fuel costs have again in- tstryand fshing.| 18.8) 2.7 2.1 4. 0l14.2{ 0.1/28.7
and services which are supplied from other creased. Sooner or later these increases will 2. Extractive. ... | G € s, | Do | Rl L 5 7|
areas upon relatively disadvantageous terms.  pe reflected in higher wage rates, but the 8. Construction 4.6 4.5 4.9 4.0| 4.3 51| 4.5
Such economy minimizes the disadvantages * 4, Manufactoring_..| 23. 4(30. 845, 8/43. 5/32. §/39. 5{22.0

u ¥y g higher wage rates will not confer any bene- 5. Transportation,
of a Massachusetts location, such as, the fit upon our workers. Their only consequence communication,
local unavailability of many materials, the  will be to make Massachusetts labor relatively B PRI 6.9| 6.5| 4.8] 4.9/ 6,2 51| 6.3
great distance from some raw-material more expensive than labor In other areas g%g?sdo‘;l‘ﬂ';‘;;.}&';‘ 251,: g%g%g%?!gglg‘é:é‘é
sources and the fantastically high costs of and to substitute production by workers in 8. Professional serv- R i e
fuels and electric energy. other regions for the production which might e 8.2110.2| 7.0) 8.6/ 8.0 8.5{ 8.3

Among these factors are some over which  have been undertaken here, 1% ?n?&s?r?w;ﬁb' s ot i B o i
no control can be exercised. Fuel costs, There is one final problem to which we " not specified..._| 15| 1.8] 1.2[ 1.8] 2.0| 1.9/ 2.0
however, can be controlled, We consider wish to call attention. When Massachusetts
the transmission of natural gas to Massa- producers sell cloth to other areas, they re- Source: Census of Population, 1040,

TasLE 2.—The characteristic manufacturing industries of Massachusetts and New England—4A comparison between the percentage
distribution among manujfaciuring groups of employed persons in the United States and each New England State, 1940
SOUTHERN NEW ENGLAND STATES

United United United

States Massachusetts States Connecticut States Rhode Island
2.6 | Textile-mill 8.3 2.8 | Iron and steel and their products..._____ 7.4 2.6 | Textile-mill products. ... 1.6
.8 | Leather ana'ieuumr produets._-_______1 4.6 2.4 | Machinery. 7.8 1.8 | Miscellaneons 7.2
2.4 Ma.chmery... 4.6 .6 | Nonferrous metals and products......... 6.2 2.8 | Iron and steel and their productS.eeee.. 4.8
1.8 8.3 2.6 | Textile-mill 5.9 2.4 | Machinery...- 4.7
LT Appa:e] ...... 21 1.8 | Miscellaneous. 5.7 .6 Nou!errnus metals and pmduut.s...._.... 1.4
L4 Prinﬁr.gfubmh[ngsnda]]iedmdmtries.‘ 1.9 1.7 | Apparel... 2.7 L7 | Apparel L1
«7 | Paper allied R e i e 19 T Tr&;ﬁfnn&ﬂm equipment. .cccencacsaan 1
+7 | Transportation equipment except auto... 1.2 1.0 | Chemieals_ _ 1.0
.6 | Nonferrous metals and products. .cceeeeaa 9 «7 | Paper and allied products...accmeecneeae .8
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TABLE 2—The characteristic manufacturing industries of Massachusetts and New England —A comparison between the percentage dis-
tribution among manufacturing groups of employed persons in the United States and each New England State, 1940—Continued

NORTHERN NEW ENGLAND STATES

United | United : f United .
States Maine Statos New Hampshire States l Vermont
2.6 | Textile-mill produets.......... 8.4 0.8 | Leather and leather products. ceeeeeee-n 125 2.6 | Textile-mill products .
+8 | Leather and leather nroducl.s 6.3 2.6 | Textile-mill product a0 2.4 | Machinery...._.... .1
«7 | Paper and allied produets. . 5.0 .7 | Paper and allied produets..cccceemacaaae 3.7 .8 | Stone, glass and 8
«3 | Logging........- =2 .8 | Furniture, ete. 2.2 1.0 | S8awmills and pl 5]
.7 | Transportation equipmem. except auto... L7 .3 | Logging. 1.6 o8 | Furniture, eb0. o ooo o ceiiaceanennanisaes 9
.8 | Furniture, store fixtures, miscellancons
wooden goads: - iv oL il Ll 1.7 1.0 | Sawmills and planingmills..._.......... 1.6 .7 | Paper and allied produets.......o..._.. L1
1.0 | SBawmills and planing mills. ... ..ooeo. L5 .7 | Transportation equipment except auto.. 1.4 e b T A =, S S el L1

Adapted from Census of Population, 1940,

TaeLE 3.—Major Massachusetts manufactur=
ing industries, cost of materials, wages and
salaries, and value of products

Percent
Percent | Major WAeS
cotsz _ol;s’ 1:\‘1 “s?t-s and
At materials!| chuse: sa’aries
industry group is of value| indus- are of
of prod- | tries, value of
uet, 19307 19508 | product,
19392
All industry
ETOUDS: <o mnne Lo B TN —— 20.5
Froducts of petrolenm
and coal__ el Pen R 7.5
Tohaceo manufacturers. ot TR 6.0
Nonferrous metals and
their produets........ L 15.0
Automobiles and auto-
mohile equipment.___ {7t | B ) 18.9
Food and kindred prod-
uets 66. 5 X 1.1
Apparel and other fin-
ished prodiects made
from fabries_ ... 58.5 X 249
Leather and leather
products__. 80| X O 25.3
Paper and allied prod-
T RS R 56.9 X 19.8
Iron and steel and their
products_. ol TR B2 o aasassans] 24. 4
Rubber Imducts_______ ol R 2.8
Textile-mill  products
and other fiber manu-
factures..... 8.7 | X0 21.0
Furniture and fHnished
lumber products.. WA e 7.4
Chemicals and allied
products. ... ..... ] L 140
Transportation equip-
ment except automo-
1 S e S 34.3
Lumber and timber
basic prodocts....... 323
Electrical machinery. 27. 6
Miscellaneous. ......... 30.1
Nonelectric machinery.. 30.9
Stone, clay, and glass
products. . 28. 4
Pnnlmg and publish-
1 e Lo e 3L5§| X E 82.0

1 Includes cost of materials, supphcs, fuels, purchased
elccirlc energy and contract work
B n Census of Manu. ac!m.os 1639,
iU, 8. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor
Statistics,

TaBLE 4.—Consumption and cost of fuels in
manufacturing industries, 1939

Con-
Con- Cost per

sumption luii]inr& sp“g:'?\.té?{g

of fuels | B.t. u.'s P
Billions Millions

B.t.u, Cents B. t.w.
United Btates._........- |5, 367, 386 15.8 681

GEOGRAPHIC DIVISIONS

1. West South Central.| 510, 948 6.6 1,046
2. East South Central_.| 809,013 12.1 8ik4
&. Mountain. _.___.____. 123, 612 14.9 1,785
4, Middle Atlantio. ... 1, 565, 601 16.1 605
§. South Atlantic.. 452, 176 16, 3 458
6, West North Central_| 218 370 16, 8 571
7. East North Central._{1, 715, 751 17.7 781
8, Pacific. ___._........| 1E6,368 18. 4 413
9. New England 285, 518 £0.8 209
Rhode Island....| 32,725 16. 7 808
Massachusetts_..| 130, 856 10.9 304
Connecticnt. ... 66, 404 20.9 284
Maine_.__.. ... 28, 312 24. 8 374
New Hampshire.| 18, 700 27.6 246
Vermont......... 4,493 34.0 206

Source: Census of Manufactures,

TasLE 6.—Consumption and cost of pur-
chased eleciric emergy in manufacturing
industries, 1939

uan- Consump-
e Dost Bt | "tion per
L i boqwnlh- wage
cgased at earner
Kilowatt- Kilowatt-
. hours Cenls hours
United Btates._...---.- 45, 040, 075 1. 08 5,711
GEOGRAPHIC DIVISIONS
1. East Sonth Central..| 3, 787, 107 .68 10, 584
tain 1, 065, 388 .76 15, 387
3, 263, 467 80 7, 236
4 5, 64, 100 06 5,772
b 12, 949, 780 .80 b, Thb
6, West South Centfal__| 1, 960, 660 1.02 7,468
7. East North Central__{10, 882, 520 117 4,957
8, West Nunh Central | 2 1.25 5,367
) L 1.35 3, 560
.74 7, 505
I\ew Hampshire_ 175, 082 1.27 3,139
Vermont 104, 785| 1.40 4,816
Rhode Island....| 878, 448 1. 42| 3, 561
Connecticut._ ... 687, 276 1. 49 2,043
Massachusetts...| 1, 467, 581 1.51 3, 186

Source: Census of Manufactures.

TasLE 6. Selected Massachuseils indusiries
currently using gas

Electrical machinery and equipment: In-
candescent lamp making, flange making,
stem making, insertion of filament supports,
sealing-in, exhaust, basing, sintering for
coiled filaments, miscellaneous use.

Fluorescent lamp making: Flange making,
stem making, sealing-in, exhaust, basing,
lehring (annealing and coating baking).

Tuhes: Radlo, television and radar equip-
ment,

Electrical equipment and appliances:
Flame hardening, plating, baking, baking
and finishing, soldering, drying.

Food processing: Roasting, baking, cook-
ing, smoking.

Machinery and metalworking: Annealing,
carburizing, coating, cleaning equipment,
cyanlding, drying, hardening and tempering,
hydrizing, nitriding.

Paper and allied products: Drying,

Plastics: Boftening, compression molding,
injection molding.

Printing and publishing: Drying, melting.

Textiles and other mill products: Singe-
Ing yarns and fabrics, drying.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from North Carolina [Mr. DEANE] is
recognized for 20 minutes.

FIFTEENTH ANNIVERSARY OF REA LIGHT
AND POWER PROGRAM

Mr. DEANE. Mr, Speater, the Gov-
ernment program that brought light and
powe. and an improved way of life to
rural America observes its fifteenth an-
niversary this month. At this time I
would like to pay tribute to its accom-
plishments and to pledge my support to
any measure that will insure its con-
tinued progress.

On a day long to be remembered by
the farmers of this Nation, May 11, 1935,
the Rural Electrification Administration

was created by Executive order of the
late President Roosevelt. At that time
only 1 out of every 10 farms in the
Nation had electricity, and there was
little chance that the others would ever
get it unless the farm people themselves
were given the opportunity to do some-
thing about it. The REA program pro-
vided them that opportunity on a pay-as-
you-go basis. Today, better than 85
percent of our farms are electrified.

In 1935, when this great program
started, only about three out of every
hundred farms in North Carolina had
electric service. Now, 15 years later, 8
out of 10 are connected to the highlines,

The first REA loan in my State was
made to the Tidewater Power Co., of
Wilmington, back in 1935. Since then,
1 other commercial company, 2 munici-
palities, and 34 cooperatives have bor-
rowed a total of $61,244,552 and the lines
that this money financed now reach info
all but 4 counties of North Carolina,
In my Eighth Congressional District,
rural people in all 12 counties are receiv-
ing service from REA cooperatives.

More than 129,000 farm families and
other rural establishments in North
Carolina have been brought electricity
by REA-financed lines. Most of them
would not have it now except for the
REA loans., Almost 7,000 more fami-
lies—perhaps 28,000 people—will have
service as soon as construction already
approved is completed.

And the REA co-ops have pledged
themselves to keep on expanding their
facilities until practically all of the 45,-
000 farms still unserved in North Caro-
lina have access to power.

There are six of these co-ops serving
the rural people in my district. They
are the Pee Dee Electric Membership
Corp., of Wadesboro; the Davidson Elec-
tric Membership Corp., of Lexington; the
Davie Electric Membership Corp., of
Mocksville; the Union Electric Member«
ship Corp., of Monroe; the Lumbee River
Electric Corp., of Red Springs; and the

- Central Electric Membership Corp., of

Sanford.

These cooperatives are doing a fine job
and their members have great pride in
their accomplishments. Altegether
these co-ops are operating more than
8,000 miles of line and are serving nearly
30,000 of my constituents.

At least 500 more families in my dis-
trict will receive electricity when these
co-ops complete construction already
approved by REA.

The money that these farm people in
my district borrowed from REA to build
their facilities is being paid back to the
Government at a remarkable rate. The
six co-ops have received loans totaling
$12,655,000 and already they have made
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principal and interest payments total-
ing $1,280,458, including $162,901 on
principal before it was due.

The REA program, as it has been put
to work by the farmers of my district
and the Nation, provides an excellent ex-
ample of free enterprise at work., It is
indicative of what a Government alert
to the needs of its people and its respon-
sibility to serve them can and should do.

Until the REA program was created,
more than 287,000 farm families in North
Carolina were denied the tools of modern
living and farming. They had little hope
of ever having electricity and the con-

veniences it brings; the conveniences-

which city people take for granted; the
things which we are so proud to lump
together and call the American standard
of living.

Electricity has brought a new and
more abundant way of life to the farms
of America. Without electric power to
lend a helping hand, farming means
back-breaking toil from morning until
dark. It means endless chores for the
housewife, doing the family laundry with
an old-fashioned washboard, carrying
hundreds of pails of water a month.

That sort of existence was driving
thousands of young folk off the farm to
seek employment where they could en-
joy the comforts of city living, It is vital
to the Nation that those young men and
women be encouraged to stay on the
farm; to grow the food and fiber needs
of this country. Electricity coming to
the farm has been the greatest single
factor in offering them that encourage-
ment.

This, too, has been a big factor in the
migration of thousands of young war
veterans to the rural areas of America
where they have settled with their fam-
jles in farm homes which offer all the
comforts to be found in city dwellings.
The wives now are able to enjoy electric
refrigerators, electric ranges, washing
machines, and other labor-saving ap-
pliances.

But even of greater importance is the
part electricity has played in heiping the
farmer to prosper; it has increased his
efficiency many times over what it was
when all farm chores had to be done by
hand. Now, with the flick of a switch,
he can put electricity to work for him

on more than 400 different chores. It

saves him time, money, and effort, and
increases his income.

In its role as a banker for the pro-
gram, which has been hailed by many
as one of the most outstanding examples
of democracy in action, the REA has in-
vested more than $2,100,000,000 in the
electrification of rural America. This
money has been used to help start nearly
1,000 new privately owned, privately op-
erated, tax-paying businesses, run by
the farmers of this country, and dedi-
cated to bringing electricity to every per-
son in rural areas who wants it.

This goal is being reached at a record
rate. - During 1949, REA-financed coop-
eratives connected one consumer to their
lines every 15 seconds of every working
day. Right now they are operating
more than 1,000,000 miles of lines and
serving nearly 3,250,000 consumers who
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otherwise might never have had elec-
tricity. :

* I would like to emphasize that the
money borrowed to build these facilities
is being paid back to the Government
with interest. There is no grant or sub-
sidy whatsoever connected with these
loans. Every penny lent by REA must
and will be paid back by the borrowers.

Yet there are some who will tell you
that this whole program is not Ameri-
can; that through these loans the Gov-
ernment is designing to get into the elec-
tricity business.

There is nothing further from the
truth. Every pole, every foot of wire,
every meter, and every transformer that
goes into an REA-financed electric sys-
tem is owned—lock, stock, and barrel—
by the borrower. REA does not own,
operate, or control a single piece of elec-
tric equipment.

Free, private enterprise is actually
flourishing under the REA program.

For example, REA co-ops, during the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1949, paid
commercial power companies $30,924,-
331 for wholesale power to serve their
farmer-consumers. More than $237,000
of this was paid by the co-ops in my dis-
trict. More than 57 percent of all the
power used by REA co-ops was purchased
from these commercial companies. This
compares with 51 percent in 1846, 55 per-
cent in 1947, and 56 percent in 1948.

REA co-ops are just about the best
customers the private utilities have,
The commercial power companies are
selling more energy than ever before in
history, and REA is one of the principal
reasons.

The problem that faces REA today is
serious. With 85 percent of the Nation's
farms electrified, the REA program is
being bogged down by a power shortage.
The almost fantastic increase in farm
use of electricity in recent years has just
about exhausted the capacity of existing
suppliers to meet the power needs of the
cooperatives.

In fact, a recent survey shows that 22
percent of the co-ops do not now have
enough power to meet their present
needs. Another 26 percent report they
do not have enough power in sight to
meet their anticipated growth. Unless
additional power sources are opened up,
continued progress of rural electrifica-
tion is threatened.

REA can be forced against the wall un-
less power can be made available. Two
REA's have already been forced to sell.

I am pleased to know that the six REA
cooperatives in my Eighth Congressional
District are moving forward with re-
newed interest. It behooves every mem-
ber to work closely with his local REA
board of directors and managers. These
men and women are performing a great
service and must have the full coopera-
tion of all users.

The farmers of my congressional dis-
trict, of my State and of the Nation, on
this fifteenth anniversary of the REA
program, should be congratulated on the
fine job they have done in providing
themselves with electricity. Let us help
them protect the gains they have made
?nbd likewise help them do a still better

ob.
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ABANDONED AIRFIELDS SHOULD BE
GUARDED

Mr. REES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to address the House for 5
minutes, to revise and extend my re-
marks, and include a letter from a con-
stituent.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Kansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. REES. Mr. Speaker, my attention
has recently been forcibly directed to a
situation in this country with respect
to the manner in which airfields and
airports formerly used by our armed
forces have been abandoned since the
close of hostilities.

There are several hundred in the
United States, some of them in Kansas.
Nearly all of these airfields are either
not policed, or if so, only partially
guarded.

I have a letter from Mr. J. E. Schaefer,
vice president, Boeing Airplane Co.,
Wichita, Kans., who has called my atten-
tion to this matter, and from which I
quote in part:

As you know, there are several large air=
fields which have been abandoned in Kansas.
This same situation is true in almost every
State of the Union. Little or no policing is
provided on many of these airfields. * * *
These abandoned airports should then either
be policed, immobilized, or destroyed. * * *
Congrees, it seems to me, should request an
immediate study of this situation and re-
quire whatever defensive action is necessary
to preclude any possibility of abandoned air-
ports being used by a potential enemy or its
accessories.

Mr. Schaefer has spent a lifetime in
the airplane business. He has recently

.made a careful study of this subject mat-

ter to which I have called your attention.
He believes we should not sit idly by and
permit these hazards to continue, when
with comparatively small expense and
little effort, they could be amply
protected.

I suggest that members of the Com-
mittee on Armed Forces give this im-
portant problem the attention to which
it is entitled.

Mr. Schaefer states Gen. George
Kenny, commanding general of the Air
Force University, Maxwell Air Field, in a
recent visit to Wichita, joined Mr,
Schaefer in his opinion.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted as follows:

To Mr. Avcust H. ANDRESEN, On ac-
count of official business.

To Mr. DivceLL (at the request of Mr.
McCorMmack) , indefinitely, on account of
illness.

To Mr. BramererT, for an indefinite
period, on account of important business.

To Mr. Airen of California, for 3
weeks, beginning May 13, 1950, on ac-
count of official business.

To Mr. ScuppEr, for 3 weeks, on ac-
count of official business,

ECONCMY IN GOVERNMENT

Mr. IRVING. Mr., Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 2 minutes.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman ifrom
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. IRVING. Mr. Speaker, I desire to
address the Members of the House again
today on the subject of economy. Yes-
terday in the Committee of the Whole,
while we were debating the $29,000,-
000,000 omnibus appropriation bill, I
spoke twice rather caustically and per-
tinently about this vitally important sub-
'ject. The remarks I am about to make
cannot in any way be construed in the
nature of criticism of the present ad-
ministration, because it has generally
been felt that the ECA or Marshall-plan
program has been one that has received
nonpartisan support. I supported the
program because of its definite worth to
all of us as a nation and because it has
been so tremendously effective in com-
batting totalitarianism in the balance of
the world where free people still survive.
Further, it has for some time been under
the direction of a very fine Republican,
Mr. Hoffman.

However, it is my purpose to call your
attention to this newspaper item date
lined Paris, May 10. It is very short,
only about 9 or 10 lines, but it is very il-
lustrative of the lack of economy that I
am so strenuously opposed to. Waste
and inefficiency along with such stupid
and ineflective use of the taxpayers’
money are things that the American peo-
ple are objecting to and are so resentful
of. Why do not we eliminate such idi-
otic and careless handling of our finan-
cial affairs by those who are so callous
and indifferent to the general welfare of
our own country.

May I read this little clipping from
one of the Washington newspapers:

ECA FunNps REBUILDING FRENCH GAMING

CasiNO

Paris, May 10.—Marshall-plan funds are
being uged to the extent of four and a half
million francs to rebuild the gambling
casino at Le Havre. The ECA office here says
“this may seem frivolous expenditure, but it
is important to help increase the town's
revenues.”

To me it seems rather inconsistent
that the Congress is authorizing the
spending of $150,000 for a committee of
the Senate to make a nation-wide inves-
tigation of gaming or gambling with its
resultant crime and corruption, and $20,-
000 for a House committee to make a
similar investigation confined to the Dis-
trict of Columbia. I know it must strike
you the same way. The brashness and
absurdity of the whole affair would
throw a person for a loop or make one
throw rocks at their grandmother so to
speak. Many a town or city in this coun-
try may need to increase its revenues, but
we will not agree that this is the proper
way for them to do so. Is this the old
way of “taking” our touring citizens?
We should pay for these contraptions
and supply the suckers as well? No in-
deed, let these schemers go to work pro-
ducing goods that will benefit their citi-
zens and supply a permanent and legiti-
mate source of revenue, thereby also
eliminating the causes of hardships and
moral degeneration., More honest work
and less dishonest scheming will help
solve their problems.
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I am sure that most of the Members
here will agree that this does make sense.
If they do not, then I will say that it is
too bad because I am sure the majority
of the good people of this country will not
condone such reckless,and ill-advised
spending of their money. And, that is
only from the dollar-and-cent view-
point. There are many who will have
some moral compunctions about such
activities. Many civic-minded people in
our towns and cities, counties, States,
and Federal Government, are trying des-
perately, or should be if they are not, to
control, or better yet, to eliminate this
grave menace to our own society and
Government. These are the aspirations
of those who desire to protect fine
mothers with their families of good chil-
dren who are many times utterly help-
less to avoid the disgraceful hardships
which are inflicted upon them by such
nefaricus and evil activities. To say
they are unlawful is but a mild state-
ment and only a temporizing rebuke. No
one can deny that to a great extent the
payoffs are in the form of broken homes,
separations, divorces, and child aban-
donment. No one can deny that inno-
cent children are ill-housed, ill-fed, and
ill-clad because of commercialized gam-
bling. Nor can anyone say that they are
not further harmed by the lack of proper
medical care, insufficient schooling, in-
adequate home training, as well as badly
neglected religious instruction. I think
I need not go further in my efforts to
show how these families are ravaged and
the lives of future citizens are jeopardized
and imperiled under such circumstances,
and I think it well applies to those of
other countries. Shall we support them
with our tax money? No.

It is not a habit of mine to lecture, nor
to moralize, and I have not intended to
do so. It has only been a desperate
effort on my part to point out as vividly
anll dramatically as possible for me to,
to the pathos of such a situation where
we are actually sending our money to
another country while we are denying,
because of the dire need for economy
here, relief for many of our children
f;om the very things that I have spoken
01,

Mr. Speaker, it is, to my way of think-
ing, an atrocious as well as ludicrous
proposition to say the least. Now you
may say I am making a mountain out of
a mole hill. What is four and one-half
million francs, you say—maybe not too
much, but I would not care if it were only
50 francs under these circumstances.
Then again, Mr. Speaker, this is not the
first instance of such unwise and un-
justified expenditures of ECA money that
has come to my attention. No, indeed;
some have been reported that would
make this sum look like a 5-cent bag of
peanuts. Now let me caution you Mem-
bers as well as the people of this country
that we cannot expect perfection in the
handling of such a colossal program
with all of its many harassing ramifica-
tions. It is certainly impossible to ex-
pect this huge organization to lay every-
thing on the line to the degree of a
gnat's heel. However, let us get down
to brass tacks and cut out the monkey
Lusiness, We must do it if we want the
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future wholehearted support and co-
operation of Mr. Public.

EXTENSION OF REMARKES

Mr. MURDOCK asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
ineclude extraneous matter.

Mr. WICKERSHAM asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Appendix of the RECORD.

Mr, SHELLEY asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in two
instances.

Mr, O'HARA of Illinois asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in two instances.

Mr. DONOHUE asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
include extraneous matter.

Mr. O’'SULLIVAN acked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in four
instances and include articles and
speeches.

Mrs. HARDEN asked and was given
permission to extend her remarks and in-
clude a tribute to Johann Sebastian Bach
prepared by Mr. Herschel C. Gregory, a
resident of Lebanon, Ind.

Mrs, ST. GEORGE asked and was glven
permission to extend her remarks and
include an editorial.

Mr. COLE of New York asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
and include an editorial,

Mr. HAND asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in two
separate instances and in each to include
editorials.

Mr. GWINN asked and was given per=
mission to extend his remarks.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in two instances and in each to
include newspaper articles.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn,

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 5 o’clock and 6 minutes p. m.), under
its previous order, the House adjourned

until Monday, May 15, 1950, at 12 o'clock
noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

1441, Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, a
letter from the President, Board of Com-
missioners, District of Columbia, trans-
mitting a draft of a proposed bill entitled
“A bill authorizing.-loans from the United
States Treasury for the expansion of the
District of Columbia water system, and
authorizing the United States to pay for
water and water services secured from
the District of Columkia water system,”
was taken from the Speaker’s table and
referred to the Committee or the District
of Columbia.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC
BILLS AND RESOLUTICNS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr, STANLEY: Committee on House Ad-
ministration. House Ccncurrent Resolution
182. Concurrent resolution authorizing the
printing of a revised edition of the Bio-~
graphical Directory of the American Congress
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up to and including the Eightieth Congress;
without amendment (Rept. No. 2039).
Ordered to be printed.

Mrs. NORTON: Committee on House Ad-
minlstration. House Concurrent Resolution
176. Concurrent resolution authorizing the
printing of additional coples of the hearings
relative to the national health plan for the
use of the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce; without amendment (Rept.
No. 2040)., Ordered to be printed.

Mrs. NORTON: Committee on House Ad-
ministration. House Resolution 551. Reso-
Iution authorizing the printing of the report
entitled “Unification and Strategy” as a
House document; without amendment (Rept.
No. 2041). Ordered to be printed.

Mrs. NORTON: Committee on House Ad-
ministration. House Resolution 557. Reso-
lution autheorizing the printing of the com-
mittee print entitled ‘Congress and the
Monopoly Problem—b50 Years of Antitrust
Development, 1900-1950," as a House docu-
ment; without amendment (Rept. No. 2042),
Ordered to be printed.

Mrs. NORTON: Committee on House Ad-
ministration, House Resolution 585. Reso-
lution authorizing the printing of the manu-
script entitled *The Making of a Congress-
man" as a House document; without amend-
ment (Rept. No, 2043). Ordered to be
printed.

Mrs. NORTON: Committee on House Ad-
ministration. House Resolution 555. Reso-
lution for the relief of Hazel B. Prater; with-
out amendment (Rept. No. 2044). Ordered to
be printed.

Mrs. NORTON: Committee on House Ad-
ministration. House Resolution 591. Reso-
lution for the relief of Mrs. Rose Margaret
Torrance; without amendment (Rept. No.
2045). Ordered to be printed.

Mrs., NORTON: Committee on House Ad-
ministration. House Resolution 504. Reso-
lution for the relief of Albert A. Wrede; with-
out amendment (Rept. No. 2046). Ordered
to be printed.

Mrs. NORTON: Committee on House Ad-
ministration. House Resolution 506. Reso-
lution providing for the payment of 6 months’
gratuity and §350 funeral expenses to the
estate of George T. Giragi, late an em-
ployee of the House of Representatives; with
amendment (Rept. No. 2047). Ordered to be
printed.

Mrs. NORTON: Committee on House Ad-
ministration. House Resolution 534. Reso-
lution providing for additional compensation
for certaln employees of the House of Rep-
resentatives; without amendment (Rept. No.
2048). Ordered to be printed.

Mrs. NORTON: Committee on House Ad-
ministration. House Resolution 524. Reso-
lution providing for the expenses of conduct-
ing the studies and investigations authorized
by rule XI (1) (h) incurred by the Commit-
tee on Expenditures in the Executive Depart-
ments; without amendment (Rept. No. 2049).
Ordered to be printed.

Mr. PETERSON: Committee on Public
Lands. H. R. T722. A bill to provide for the
acquisition and preservation, as a part of the
National Capltal park system, of the Old
Stone House in the District of Columbia;
with amendment (Rept. No. 2050). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Unlon.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. PETERSON: Committee on Public
Lands. H.R.8287. A bill to authorize the
Becretary of the Interior to issue duplicate of
William Gerard's script certificate No. 2, sub-
division 13, to Lucy P. Crowell; without
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amendment (Rept. No. 2051). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. FELLOWS: Committee on the Judici-
ary. H.R.4370. A bill for the rellef of May
Hosken; without amendment (Rept. No.
2052). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R.8290. A bill for the relief of Jefirey
Bracken Spruill and Susan Spruill; without
amendment (Rept. No. 2063). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ANDERSON of Californla:

H.R.8479. A bill to provide walver of
premiums on national service life insurance
policies for certain totally disabled veterans;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. CLEMENTE:

H. R.8480. A bill tc establish the counties
of Kings and Richmond and the counties of
Nassau, Queens, -and Suffolk in the State of
New York as a separate and complete inter-
nal revenue collection district, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. CROOK:

H.R.8481. A bill to authorize a prelimin-
ary examination and survey of the third dis-
trict area, Elkhart and St. Joseph Counties,
Ind., including tributaries of the St. Joseph
River, for flood control, dralnage, and related
purposes; to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. DAVIES of New York:

H.R.8482. A bill to amend sectlon 6 of
title 17 of the United States Code, entitled
“Copyrights”; to the Committee on the Judi-

By Mr. JOHNSON:

H.R.B483. A blll conferring jurlsdiction
on the United States District Court for the
Northern District of California to hear, de-
termine, and render judgment upon certain
claims of the State of California; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. McCORMACK:

H.R.B484. A bill to authorize the in-
corporation of Army and Navy Legion of
Valor of United States of America; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr, PHILLIPS of California:

H.R.8486. A bill to encourage the im-
provement and development of marketing
facilities for handling perishable agricultural
commodities; to the Committee on Agricul~
ture.

By Mr. SCUDDER:

H. R. 8486, A bill conferring jurisdiction on
the United States District Court for the Nor-
thern District of California to hear, deter-
mine, and render judgment upon certain
claims of the State of California; to the
Committee on the Judliciary,

By Mr, SIEKES:

H.R.8487. A bill to authorize the use of
penalty envelopes by the National Guard of
the United States; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Bervice. A

By Mr. STOCEMAN:

H.R.8488. A bill providing for the sus-
pension of annual assessment work on min-
ing clalms held by location in the United
States; to the Committee on Public Lands.

By Mr. HARDIE SCOTT:

H. R. 8489. A bill to amend section 5 of the

Home Owners' Loan Act of 1933, so as to pro-

‘hibit the use by Federal savings and loan

assoclations of certain terms commonly used
by banks; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mr. FARRINGTON:

H. R. 8480. A bill to provide for the retire=
ment of any judge of the United States Dis-
trict Courts for the Districts of Hawall or
Puerto Rico, and the District Court for the
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Territory of Alaska, the United States Dis-
trict Court for the District of the Canal Zone,
or the District Court of the Virgin Islands,
any justice of the Supreme Court of the Ter-
ritory of Hawali, and any judge of a Circuit
Court of the Territory of Hawali after 10 years
of service; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. HART:

H.R. 8401, A bill relating to the chartering
of war-built vessels and other defense reserve
vessels by the United States Maritime Com-~
mission; to the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. LARCADE:

H.R.8402. A bill to repeal paragraph 1752
(relating to patna rice) of the Tariff Act of
1880; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

H.R. 8493. A bill to amend the Tariff Act
of 1930 so as to remove from the free list
patna rice cleaned for use in the manufac-
ture of canned soups; to the Committee on
‘Ways and Means.

H.R. 8494. A bill to impose a duty of 215
cents per pound on patna rice cleaned for
use in the manufacture of canned soups and
for other purposes, rice meal, and broken
rice; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr., WILLIAMS:

H. R.8495. A bill to amend the act of July
6, 1945, relating to the classification and
compensation of postmasters, and for other
purposes, to the Committee on Post Ofiice
and Civil Service.

By Mr. BARRETT of Pennsylvania:

H. R.8496. A bill to provide for the admis-
sion to the United States of an additional
number of aliens of Itallan' nationality; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. EENNEDY:

H.R.8497, A Dbill to amend section 41 of
the Longshoremen's and Harbor Workers'
Compensation Act so as to provide a system
of safety rules, regulations, and orders, and
safety Inspection and tralning, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and Labor,

By Mr. RIBICOFF:

H.J. Res. 468. Joint resolution designating
June 26 of each year as National Baseball
Day; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. JAVITS:

H, Res. 601. Resolution to bring about re-
scission of the order curtailing postal service
of the Postmaster General; to the Committee
on FPost Office and Civil Service.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIOKS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. EEALL:

H.R. 8488, A bill for the relief of Mr. and
Mrs, Istvan Elsasser; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Mr. COREBETT:

H.R.8499. A bill for the relief of Zora
Erizan, also known as Zorardo Krizanova;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mrs, DOUGLAS:

H. R. 8600. A bill for the relief of Hateuko

Torikal; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr, PHILBIN:
H.R. 8501, A bill for the rellef of Michiko
Bato; to the Committee on the Judicliary.

PETITIONS, ETC,

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk
and referred as follows:

2122, By Mr. FORAND: Resolution of the
General Assembly of Rhode Island, me-
morlalizing Congress to revive the Civilian
Conservation Corps for unemployed youths
between the ages of 17 and 23; to the Com-
mittee on Public Lands.

2123. By Mr. HART: Resolution adopted
by the Board of Commissioners of the City
of Union City, N. J., condemning the order
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of the Postmaster General dated April 18,
drastically reducing mail service to the pub-
Hle, ete.; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

2124. By Mr. HOLMES: Petition of 27
members of John T. Alderson Auxliliary, No.
17, United Spanish War Veterans, Depart-
ment of Washington and Alaska, of Yakima,
Wash,, urging approval of House bill 6217;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs,

2125. By Mr. RICH: Resolution of the
Fraternal Order of Eagles, Renovo, Clinton
County, Pa., urging that the order of the
Postmaster General curtailing postal service
be rescinded; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service,

SENATE
Fripay, May 12, 1950

(Legislative day of Wednesday, March
29, 1950)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D., offered the following
prayar: ¥

Almighty God, who art the abiding
peace of the universe, our lot has been
cast in this strange and difficult time;
s0 many things distract us; often our
lives become feverish and heectic and ir-
ritable. Help us so to confront the prob-
lems that baffle us that from them may
come victory in our own souls and spirit-
ual gain for the world.

Teach us the secret of dwelling in a
world full of hate and yet not becoming
hateful persons. Giving our best ability
to the people’s good, may we rise above
all bitterness by an unshakable faith in
the shining splendor of humanity. So
may we be the obedient servants of the
Father of all, who shall not fail nor be
discouraged till He hath set judement
in the earth and in the isles which wait
for His law, Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. McFarLAND, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Thursday,
May 11, 1950, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILLS

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were communi-
cated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of
his secretaries, and he announced that
on May 10, 1950, the President had ap-
proved and signed the following acts:

8.247. An act to promote the progress of
ecience; to advance the national health,
prosperity, and welfare; to secure the na-
tional defense; and for other purposes;

S.621. An act for the relief of Horace J.
Fenton;

5.1069, An act to amend section 3552 of
the Revised Statutes relating to the covering
into the Treasury of all moneys arising from
charges and deductions;

5.2500. An act to amend section 3526 of
the Revised Statutes relating to coinage of
subsidiary silver’ coins; -

5.2874. An act to amend titles 18 and 28,
United States Code, with respect to the time
of reporting to Congress rules of procedure
adopted by the Bupreme Court for criminal,
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civil, and admiralty cases and the time of
their taking effect; and

8.3255. An act to amend section 415 of the
Career Compensation Act of 1949, to extend
the effective date of that section to December
31, 1950, and for other purposes,

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed the bill (S. 2596) relating to
education or training of veterans under
title II of the Servicemen’s Readjust-
ment Act (Public Law 346, 78th Cong.,
June 22, 1844), with an amendment, in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate.

The message also anncunced that the
House had agreed to the following con-
current resolutions in which it requested
the concurrence of the Senate:

H. Con. Res, 176. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the printing of additional copies
of the hearings relative to the national

health plan for the use of the Committee on
Interstate and Forelgn Commerce; and

H. Con. Res. 182. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the printing of a revised edition
of the Biographical Directory of the Ameri-
can Congress up to and Including the
Elghtleth Congress.

LEAVES OF ABSENCE

On request of Mr. SALTONSTALL, and by
unanimous consent, Mr, FLANDERS was
excused from atiendance on the sessions
of the Senate today and next week.

On request of Mr. LoNg, and by unani-
mous consent, Mr. FREAR was excused
from attendance on the sessions of the
Senate for the next 10 days or 2 weeks,
on cfficial committee business.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. McFARLAND. I suggest the ah-
sence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The Secre-
tary will call the roll.

The roll was called, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Alken Hickenlooper Maybank
Anderson Hin Millikin
Brewster Hoey Mundt
Bridges Holland Neely

Butler Hunt O’'Conor
Byrd Ives O'Mahoney
Capehart Jenner Robertson
Chapman Johnson, Colo. Russell
Chavez Johnson, Tex. Saltonstall
Connally Johnston, 8. C. Schoeppel
Cordon Kefauver Smith, Maine
Darby EKem Smith, N. J.
Donnell Eerr Sparkman
Dworshak Kilgore Stennis
Eastland Knowland Taylor

Ecton Langer Thomas, Okla
Ellender Leahy Thomas, Utah
Ferguson Lehman Thye

Frear Lodge Tobey
Fulbright Long Tydings
George Lucas Watkins
Gillette McCarthy Wherry
Green McFarland Wiley
Gurney McKellar Williams
Hayden McMahon Withers
Hendrickson  Malone Young

Mr. LUCAS. I announce that the
Senator from Connecticut [Mr, BENTON],
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DoucLas],
the Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
GraHam], the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. HumpHREY], the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr, Myers], and the Sen-
ator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER] are ab-
sent on public business.
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The Senator from California [Mr.
DowNEY] is aksent because of illness.

The Senator from Washington [Mr,
Macnuson] and the Senator from Ne-
vada [Mr. McCarran] are absent by leave
of the Senate on official business.

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Mc-
CrLELLAN] is absent by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from Montana [Mr, Mur-
raY] is absent because of illness in his
family.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce
that the Senator from Washington [Mr.
Cain] is necessarily absent.

The Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Frawpersl, the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. MarTiN], the Senator from
Oregon [Mr., Morsel, and the Senator
from Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG] are
absent by leave of the Senate.

The senior and junior Senators from
Ohio [Mr, Tarr and Mr. BRICKER] are
necessarily absent.

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is
present,

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BEUSINESS

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that Senators
may be permitted to present petitions
and memorials, introduee bills and joint
resolutions, and submit routine matters
for the Recorp, without debate and with-
out speeches.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I un-
derstand that the Senator from Arizona
means that his request is made without
prejudice to my right to the floor.

Mr. McFARLAND. Yes; without prej-
udicing the right of the Senator from
Missouri to the floor.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection? The Chair hears none, and it is
£0 ordered.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the
Senate, and referred as indicated:

By the VICE PRESIDENT:

A resolution adopted by the Common
Council of the City of Oshkosh, Wis,, favor=
ing the enactment of Senate bill 2168, to
make farm loan bonds issued under author-
ity of the Federal Farm Loan Acft obligations
of the United States; to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry.

The memorial of Mrs. W. J. Munday, of At
lanta, Ga., remonstrating against the ex-
tension of rent controls; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

A letter in the nature of a petition from
the Citizens-Taxpayers Association, of West-
erly, B. 1., signed by A. Fred Roberts, secre-
tary, relating to old-age assistance; to the
Committee on Finance.

The petition of Severo 8. Guinto, of
Batasan, Macabebe, Pampanga, Philippines,
relating to his clalm for a pension for service
in the Philippine Insurrection; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

The petition of Hartman Pauly, of Sacra-
mento, Calif.,, praying for compensation of
certain war damages; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

FLOOD DAMAGE—RESOLUTION OF BOARD

OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS, GRAND
FORKS COUNTY, N. DAK,

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I present
for appropriate reference, and ask unan-
imous consent to have printed in the
REecorp, a resolution adopted by the
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